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ABSTBACT 

This is a comprehensive record of a hearing held 
before the General Subcommittee on Education on April 22, 197U; Its 
purpose was to hear testimony on H.B. 13168, a proposed amendment to 
the National School Lunch Act that vould authorize continued purchase 
of c@mmddities at market pric^ for distribution to schools, domestic 
relict agencies, and other domestic food assistance prcgramf. The 
Department of Agriculture proposed elimination of the eoittodlty 
purchase program in favor of cash payments to enable food assistance 
programs to purchase their own commodities. Testiiony was delivered 
by representatives of the Department of Agricultaret officials of 
various state and city school f^M programs, and a representative of 
th§ Peanut Butter Hanuf actui tts and Nut salters Association, include 
in the report are prepared statements submitted by several of the 
witnesses, as well as by interested parties not present at the 
hearing. (JG) 
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TO AMEND THE NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH ACT 



MONDAY, APBIL 22, 1974 

House of Riu'UKSMNTA'nvES, 
Gkxkral SrucoMMrrrKK ox Koitcatiox of tiif. 

CoMMrrrKK ox Edvcatiox and Labou, 

The subconunittoo mot at 10:15 n.ni., pursuant to call, in room 2175, 
Rayburn House Odiw Building, Hon. Carl D. Perkins (chairman of 
the committor) presiding. 

Present: Keprosontatives Perkins and Quic. 

SUiiX moinbcrs present: Jack Jenuiuf^s, counsel; Marian Wyman, 
special assistant to the chairnmn: Kydie (laskins, special assistant; 
Toni Painter, secretary; and Clmrles'lvadcliiro, minority counsel. 

[Text of H.U. 131G8 follows :] 

tll.U. 131C8. 03cl Conff,. Second gcss.l 

A IVtf Ji to iimond tho Nfttloiml ScliooMjtincli Act. to nulliorizo tlic uso of rortnin fntuls to 
tmrcimse at'rlcuUural coiiunodltics for distrlbutiou to schools, nnd for other piirposetj. 

Bo it cfiitctod hy tho Senate and House of Representatives of the Unitmi Staies 
of America in Oongress assembled, That the National School Lunch Act (42 
ti.S.O. i?ol ct soq.) Is amended by redosignatlnj? .section 14 as section 15 ami by 
iasorting inunodiately after section 13A tlie foltowing now section : 

"COMMODITY DtSTUinUTlON rnOOUAM 

"Skc. 14. Notwithstanding any other provision of law, tho Secretary, during 
the peHod beginning* July i, 1074, and ending June 80* 1070, may— 

"(i) use funds available to carry out tho provisions of section 82 of the 
Act of August 24i 1935 (7 U.S.C. 6120) which are not exi)onded or noodod 
to carry out such provisions, to purchase (without regard to the provisious 
of oJcisting law governing the expenditure of public funds) agricultural 
commodities and their products of the types customarily pnrcliased under 
sucli section, fof donatioti to maintain the anuualiy programed level of 
assistance for schools, doinestic relief distribution^ and such other doiuesilc 
food Jisslstance programs as are Authori5?ed h. law; and 

"(2) if stocks of the Commodity Credit Corporation are not avnliablo, to 
use the funds of such Corporation to purohafje ftgrioUltiiral conUrtOiiltlGS_^and 
their pfoducts of the types customarily available utadcr section 410 of the 
Agricultural Act of 1949 (7 tf.S.O. 1481). for ^uch donation.". 

Chaitnian Pkuiciks. Tho fmbcommittcc* will come to order. A quorum 
is present. 

The General Suhconnniltoo on Kducation is bc^^inning hearingg on 
ILII 181(58 and related bills. Those bills would antltorizc the Secre- 
tary of A^irt'icultute to continue the pufchnf^o of conunodit jes at mai^ket 
prico for' distribution to schools, domostio relief agencies and such 
other domestic food assistance programs as ai'o authorised by law. 

(1) 
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DomitiHl foods have hi}vu i\ wry iN^)or(imt; jniii of tlio school lunch 
pfo^niiM foi* o\HM' ;{() yiiRiis. Ill tlu» cunviu piTiod of roduccd food sup- 
plios niul liiirh food pi'icos, it niay bo .yood i)olicy lo contiiuu) a reanoii- 
ablo lovol oi^ fjovorniiUMit prtUMiromciif and distrUuiiion of certain food 
items such as eaniied fruits and vejietables. pioti'iii items and ofclier 
foods which are used to fuKill the nutrifional reqnirenieuls of the 
school lunch proj^iain. 

At a time when scliool Innch pi*ojjri*ams are beset by (inancial prob- 
lems caused hy spiralinj; costs of food, labor, ti'ansportation Mucl 
storage, it seems to \w that we should not place ujxm ihem the adddd 
burden of ivphicinir federally purchascul commodities with foods ob- 
tained at hi<2:her prices in wliolesale and retail outlets locally without 
the advauta^^cs of Federal purchasing;, (|unlity control, standardiza- 
tion, and market expertise in the biddiii;:/ selection and buying 
processes. • 

Following; are excerpts from a few of the many letters I have 
received from all over the coiintrv on the (piestion of dollar-for-dol- 
lar comparisons between I'SD.V t'oods and the equivalent in cash: 
. From the Seafood School District, Seaford, Del. : 

It ha^i boon stated tUar. cash pnyinonts in lieu of eoiinnodities bo given to tlio 
schools to purchase on tbe tipen UKU^ket. NVu in school* food .service know tluit 
at the pre.«ent prices of food, whirh are eontinnally rising, It wonld bo Impos- 
sible to liny the coninioditles we are now recelvln^r at the k'Sser prices com- 
pared to iho hn'gc volume pnrehascs nuide l>,v the t^SDA. For example: 

K.o.n. 

Hi'siinailoii liOCiU prUo 

Butter 1 .$mO!) $25.00 

Shortening 10.82 14*40 

Klour - 3.07 10.00 

Rolled Oals 3.34 14.40 

Dry Beans 12.-3 32.00 

Peanut Butter^ - l-^-SS 22.08 

From Clay Connty* Ky., public schools: 

To purchase and got delivery of foods comparable to commodities Is an Im- 
poHsibllity In our rural area. The tuimber of food service companies l« .so iiuilt- 
ed that even though money should be available, wo are unable to ptirchase liCJ'e 
iNiod.'i. 

Froin the Johiison Connty, Ky.. schools : 

I'SDA foods provide variety In meals which we could not have otherwise. It 
Is lmiK»ratlvc lhat we continue to nwlve meats, fruits, ve(?et»ijle.s and dairy 
prodiictM If mr School Service pt'Oftrams are to continue. 

TUo eomrnittee wonld like to know the views of the Department of 
A{?ricnltntv on H.H. 1^168^ and would be interested in tlic altortuitlvo 
|ii'0|K)snl« which are in the process of being fiuftli/iCd for presentatioti 
t(i the Congress. 

Our tirst witness is Mr. Edward J. llekiiuin, Administrntor of the 
l^'ood and Kuti'ition Service. Please come afoufid* Mr, llektnun. Wo 
are deligltted to hear from vou and the Department of AjytficulturcMf 
you have otlu^r witnes.ses with yon froin the Dopartnient that you want 
't(» l»rin^^ aroniid. you jro riffht ahead and identi Fy them. 
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STATlMllIT OF EDWARD J, HEKMAN, ADMINISTRATOR, FOOD AND 
irUTRITION SERVICE, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AORICULTIIRE, 
ACCOMPANIED BY JAMES E. SPRINGFIELD, DEPUTY ASMIH* 
ISTRATOR, USDA; WILLIAM G. DOLING, ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR, 
CHILD NUTRITION DIVISION, FOOD AND NUTRITION SERVICE; 
AND JUAN DEL CASTILLO, FOOD DISTRIBUTION DIVISION 

Mr. HfcTKMA^. Thank you, Mr. Chairnmii. 

With ino on my right is Mr. Jumes SpringfieUL Deputy for Programs 
in the Agency; to my left is Mr. lioling* Jerry lioling. He is Associate 
Directoi' of the Child Nutrition Programs; and to his left is Mr. Juan 
del Castillo, head of the Food l)istrn)ution Division of tiie Agency. 

If I may, Mr. Chairman, perhaps it vould l)e well if I read this 
statement. 

Chairman Pkukins. (io right alicad. 

Mr. I Ikkm/Xn. We welcome the opportunity to meet with you today 
to<liscnss()ur views reflating to ll. R. l.'iieS. 

The proposed anu»ndment would imthori/e the Dei)artment to pur- 
cluiBe agricultural commodities to maintain the "annually programed 
level of assistance * * * for domestic food assistance programs" until 
Juno vU), 1S,)T6. In our judgment the real need now is to move promptly 
toward developing otlier more eflicient. effective systems for meeting 
food assistance needs — systems that aiv more comi)atiblc with present 
ti'ends in agriculture and food production. 

My testimony today will report to you on the backgroimd and plans 
foi- accomplishing ouV objective, to phase out commodity distribution 
by June oO, 1075. Traditionally, the term "conunodities'' has come to 
luean the surplus foods that farmers could not sell without depressing 
prices and which were purchased by the fiovcrnment as part of the 
piice support program. The Government then disposed of these sur- 
pluses through what has come to he known as tlie Federal-State food 
distribution program, 

We won't get into too nmch of the history of these programs, Mr* 
Chaiiman, because I know how long you have been associated with 
them, and how well you are acquainted with their history. I am sure 
you recoguizc a similarity of circumstnuces* now — to those that led to 
the formal cstablishment'^of the school lunch program in 104C. 

Until that time the support tluit the Federal Government had given 
to school lunches w*as mainly in the form of commodities— the com- 
modities that had been acquired in the efforts to deal with surpluses* 
But that kind of support ran thin especially during World War 11 aud 
its aftermatli, when we had trcmeiidoufi food obligations literally 
uf*ouiul the w-orid. 

That situation led at that time to the introduction of cash payments 
into the Federal Government s support structure for school lunches* 
And now we are facitig a similar situation* We tliink the solution that 
w as found— to supply cash In lieu of commodities — is soiuid and useful 
now^ as it was then. 
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In the intcrvoniiig vents, ns food suiplusos nif tinted, wo actively 
Rou<yht new outlets for' thorn. The list of surplus food users jpfradually 
broadened to include not oul v schools and needy f aniilies, but nuiTiGrous 
othor spocinl cfite^ories including summer camps and recreation pro- 
grams, day cnre centers, hospitals, homes for the aged and other chaii- 
table institutions, disaster relief njjencies, and more recently meals on 
wheels and group dining progranis for the elderly, along with snpplc- 
luental food i)rocrams for women and young children. 

Now. what was once referred to (xs the "farm problem" has com- 
pletely'tnrned around with the significant changes we have expori©nced 
over t;he past 18 months in the worldwide supply-demand situation for 
agricultural products. Backed bv the enactment of progressive farm 
legislation in 1070 and again in" 1973. farmers are responding to the 
growing market demand for food with all-oiit production of crops. 
The changing farm situation has obviously liad a major impact on the 
need to support farm prices through tlie luirchase of commodities and, 
i«ence. on the amount of federally held food. 

Today the Federal Oovernment simply does not have access to largo 
surpluses of food at bargain rates, as we did in the past. In fact, our 
efforts to purchase food, even at market levels, are facing stiff compe- 
tition. As a result liieve are times that the USOA receives no bids at 
all on its offers to buv. Tn the face of this reality, it docs not seem to 
make sense for USDiV to compete in the marketplace and then trans- 
fer the products to the final users as opposed to providing cash to the 
users so tliat they can do their own procurement. 

For the current year the special purchase authority Congress pro- 
vided in the Agricultui*o and Consumer Protection Act of 1973 has 
enabled us to maintain the annually jirogramed levels of assistance for 
schools and othor domestic food assistance programs. But we are at- 
tempting to make workable a system that is struggling under changed 
circunistanoes of need and availability. 

The real nuestion becomes, then, how do we deliver the maximum in 
nutritional benefits for the least possible cost ? AVe have already gotten 
the answer to that question insofar as family food assistance is con- 
'•erned, with the mandate you gave us in the 1973 farm bill to transfer 
all l emainiuff food distribution counties into the food stamp program 
by June 30, 197.4. . ^ > l 

' Wc are now down to only one U.S. county wliich has no food assist- 
ance program for needy families or plans to .start one. That is Beaver 
County, Okla. Five years ago. when the President announced his pro- 
grani to eliminate poverty-related liiinger in America, that number 
.stood at 430 "no program"'counties. . 

There will have to bo a few exceptions, as the law allowSj in the 
timetablo for iinplemoiiting a nationwide food stamp program. But 
wo are working with our State cooperators for a smooth orderly 
transition from food distribution to food stamps. Our goal is to 
accomplisli the changeover with a minimum of disruption for the 
Iraniilies involved. To dn this will require some continned commodity 
distribution during the transition period. ^.^ 

In fldjusting to the changing commodity picture, the prime area of 
considot ation is clearly the school feeding programs. Over the past 
several months we in the Department have conducted a thorough re- 



o 8 

ERIC 



5 BEST COPY AVAIUBU 

view of the situation, with considcrftblo input from our coopcratovs 
ill State governments. As I pointed out earlier, we have looked ftt 
the cniestion in terms of: How can we provide the most in nutritional 
benohts for the least amount of money ? 

After full review and consideiation of the issues involved, we con- 
cluded thatr-for the present and in tlie foreseeable future— wo can 
more offcctivcly help meet nutritional needs through cash assistance 
to child nutrition programs than wo can through attempting to pro- , 
cure and distribute food from the Federal level. 

l?ood can be procured most effectively by schools and agencies at 
local and State levels for these reasons : 

Our inability to acquire foods traditionally available under price 
support and surplus removal programs at the bargain rates once avail- 
able to the Federal Government. 

The high overhead cost of maintaining the administrative ma- 
chinery for commodity procurement, botli at tlie Federal and State 
levels/ 

State and local school systems already have efTective procurement 
systems of their own, since they now liandle the buying of 80 per- 
cent of the food used in their school lunch programs. Federally do- 
nated commodities represent only aboi?t 20 percent of the food used 
in these programs. . 

Our major task then is t^ plan for a period of transition during 
Avhlch State and local school systems can gradually assume responsi- 
bility for procuring tlie remaiiiin|; 20 percent of the food used in their 
programs. We have consulted widely with our cooperators and food 
services professionals in outlining the steps that must be taken in 
managing this period of change. 

Those ruture plaus will be developed in full appreciation of all 
that has been done in the past through commodity distribution, rccog- 
iiizing that such a program cannot— and should not — be terminated 
abruptly. 

Rather, we think it is more appropriate that wo plan and budget 
for a commodity "phase-down" year. AVe will plan a gradual reduc- 
tion to reach the goal over the next 12 to 14 months. And we have 
set June 30, 1975 as tlie target date for completion. 

The legislation being considered by the committee today would pro- 
vide the Department with permissiVe authority to buy agricultural 
coinmodities to maintain the annually programed level of food as- 
sistance over a 2-yoar period. 

We favor the concept of such an authority for a 1-year period to 
assure a smooth transition as we phase out commodity distribution* 
And we intend to submit legislation to Congress, shortly that will 
include such a provision plus specific terms for replacing commodity 
distribution to schools with cash assistance. 

Thus^ our proposal will seek a l-year extension of the permissive 
authority available to the Department this year to buy commodities 
at "nohsurplus" prices* This would help insure that we will be abb 
to pfGVide a satisfactory level of commodity support to the schools^ at 
least early in the school year. It would also help assure sufficient food 
variety in the supplemental food program and in the needy family 
package as long as that program is tequited in a few areas* 



BiSr tor. ...rtiUBlE 6 BEST COW AHMUIlt 

Additionallv, llio Ion;islalivo pncknfzo will onconipaFs details of the 
following plans drvolopod in oonjuiK'tioii with our State coopera- 
tovH to iTplaoe ooininodity distribution to schools with cash assistance. 
The objectives are: 

To p^•ovido cash assistance sndicient to continue the level or sup- 
port \n\ have been providing: in commodities nt a casli value of at 
least 7 cents a meal. Then we will add in the savinjrs in Federal ad^ 
ministrativi* costs realiml from phasinii out the Federal procure- 
ment and distribution program ; 

To retain the principle of performance funding: 

To provide such funds without an additional matching require- 
ment by the States: 

To insure flexibilitv in tlie way funds are provuU»d so that the 
States may do whatever they clioose with regard to maintaining 
or establishing a procurement program (including the option that 
some States might cooperate on a regional basis in the pi'ocuremeat 
of commodities), and ; 

To maintain the integrity of the child nutrition programs by 
channelim: the funds into food ''on the plate." In other words, such 
funds will be targeted exclusively for use in tlie child nutrition pro- 
grams. . 

LookiuL^-at the potential impact of this legislatmn on tlie supple- 
mental food program* the special purchasing authority would en- 
able us to continue opei'atiug that program siibstautially as it is for 
the next year, as we coiisidei- alternative means to assist the women 
and young children taking part in the program. 

The specifics of such a plan will undoubtedly depend on the out- 
come of our evaluation of the new special supplemental food pro- 
gram for women, hifants and children. That is now getting into 
full operation and we will, of course, make a full report of our ovalu- 
t ion to Congi-ess. The findings should prove useful in helping to shape, 
tlie direction of future pi'ogVams to aid women, infants and children* 

Food for uisastei" relief assistance is clearly of widespread and 
serious concern to all. There is broad, general agreement that we 
must give all possible aid to those unfortunate enough to be victims ' 
of the inevitable tornadoes, floods and similar disasters that .strike 
our homes and comnmnities. 

In the past, food for emergency feeding has been a sideluic of on- 
going food distribniion programs. Today we no longer have Govern- 
ment food >^tocki)iles and massive distribution sy.stems. To the extent 
that Stnt(» and UxmI school districts continue to' maintain inventories 
of food, tliose inventories should continue to be available for disasters. 
To tlie extent that they do not meet disaster assistance needs we in the 
Federal Ooveriiinent should work the Nation's commercial food dis- 
tribution system to develop meaiis to supplcmci\t and complcmeht 
these inventories. 

The Federal Disastei* Assistance Administration Agency 
(FDAAA) of the Department of Housing and Urban I)eveloj[:)jnent 
now has the principal Federal authority for coordinating disaster 
relief plans and operations. We have been consulting with them as 
they develop plans to manage the food aspects of their emergency 
assistance t*espoi\sibiIities* But the administration recognises its te* 
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sponsibilitics in tliis iiica, niul we will coiilinuc to bo sure that: food ns- 
siBtanco is availnbic wliei'c there is iiood foi* it. 

Overall, however, in view of the current production and nmrketi.ng 
picture we believe the public interest will bost be servKl by phasing 
out Cfovernnieut procnivnicnt of food foj* food assistance activities^ 
but obviouBl y not befoiv wo have laid careful phins for altoruativo 
forms of a>ssii-tn]ice to our program cooneratoi'H in Stale ancl local 
agencies. We will keep this coiuniittee tlioroughly infoi'uied of our 
progress in this area. 

1 hank you very nuicli. 

Chairman I^khkins. If 1 understood you correctly, yon ai'c asking; 
for a 1-yeai' extensioiu trivin^i; the local educational ngeneies complete 
authority to purchase commodities. 

M\\ IIkkman. Our plan, Mr. Chairman, as I indicated in my state- 
nient. would bo to subniit k»frishilion to the Congress Ihnt would define 
tbe type of a trnuHitiou from conunodities to cash so the schools woukl 
l)c» nssui'cd of all of these points that I have enumerated. 

I*art of that legishition, Mr. Chairman, woukl include a request to 
Ihe Con;.!;ress Uw ii l-year extension of this authority. 

Cliairnuui Pkimcins. What do you estimate would be the administra- 
tive cost per meal as a result of the phaseout of the commodity pro- 
gram ? Iliat is the big item here as I see it. 

^[r. 11 KKMAN. We are presently, ^fr. Chairman, nuiking a still nioi'C 
(U*tailed study of that through the Office of the Secretary. Our prc- 
liminaiT figures indicate that it woukl be somewhere in the range of 
J^IO to Jrl2 million of Federal money. Mesides that, we are attempting 
to df^termine also what the cost is at the State level. In otlier words, 
tbe Federal conmmdities go to a State warehouse, what are the costs 
lieyond that? We feel tluit infornuition would also be helpful to the 
( 'onn^ross. 

Chairman Pkk-kins. Goahc*ad,Clurrk*s. 

Mi\ KAi)c:r.iKFK. Mr. TTeknian. at that point isn't it true (here would 
continue to be a State connuodity distribution system? Isn't that 
pretty well established as a part of this school service proccram? t 
guess my question is could you count on conqiletely eliminated adniin- 
isttviti ve costs of food purchases at the State level ? 

^fr. TTi'Uc^rAN. The legislation that we would Impefully submit to 
tbe Couf^re.ss within the next few weeks looks toward a complete 
i»haseout by the end of 1075. but witli a very definite understandhig 
that a part of this money, as it moves inro the State, couhl be used to 
s^^t up its own program for the purchase of coiumodities if a State 
should wisli to do so. ]\foreover, there is already some interest in re- 
gional ap?iroaches to do that. 

AVe feel that the States, if they would want to sro into this* ai'e in a 
h)t better position to make a proirram that is flexible for the scltools, 
nna^h more than the Federal Government. For example, witli the 
rinthorities wo have, w^e are limited as to the ainount of processhig tliat 
we can pay for. Those same cons» lerations wouldn't pivvail at the 
State level! So we feel that if a State or a group of States would want 
to use this money to piuThase commodities* tluit >vDutd be strictly their 
rlioice and with' tbe undei'standing, as triy stateinont points out^ that 
whatever money moves to the States in Vmx of commodities would he 
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tnoncv that would end up on tho plalc. Tn other words, niidor no condi- 
tions'is this going to get mixed up with band nuifornifi or anything 
like that. 

Chairman PuRiaxs. Any further questions? 

Mr. Raim lipfk. No, Mr. Chairman. /sj. 

Chairman Pbrkixs. I would like to pursue this a little further. Of 
course, the commodity bins have been empty for the last 2 or 3 years 
and it has been necessary to give tho local governments permission to 
purchase to carry on the scliool programs. But let's assume tliat we 
have a bumper c*'op this year, and a bumper crop next year. How do 
you plan on implementing an alternative cash plan when future sur- 
pluses occur? T-i 

Mr. Hkkman. I am sorry, Mr. Chairman, that someone lllcc Dr. 
Ycuttcr, wlio is an agricultural economist, can't respond to tliat be- 
cause tho Foods and Nutrition Service is virtually a delivery service. 
Wo don't keep records of the co.sts, the availability of products. That 
i.s not our rosponsibility, but I Avill try to answer in this Avay. The 
legislation that we would plan on sending to the Congress would look 
into wiiat uo think is a viable way of doing this, through a voucher 
system. That would bo something' obviously that we have to try and 
feel out during this year. This so-called pha.scoufc year, would give m 
the opportunity to trV a vouclier system. 

But as to the details, frankly they have not been worked out. As you 
know, we have liad a good bit of experience with vouchers and wo 
have indicated to the Secretary that wo think that 'c is a viable 
approach. .11 

Chairman Peukixs. But how would you handle the physical prob- 
loin of delivoring purchase vouchors on a timely basis to thousands 

of schools? . . , 1 i. iv 1. 

Mr. T-Tkkmav. As I have indicated, we are giving thought to that 
and we do feel we have 14 months to try to demonstrate to tho Depart- 
ment and to the Congrops that it will work. Now just how that wdl 
be, 01- wind items n voiichci' will be used for would not be our decision. 
'I'hat would be tho decision of the Secretary and the CCC. But I think 
I am on firm ground, Mr. Chairman, when I indicate that we h-ave 
expertise in this area. . , , . . , . ^ 

We are using it with olher programs and we think this is certainly 
one of the ways that we ought to bo looking at, because we are cptt' 
scions of the possibilitv of surpluses. But again, in this area I ]Ust 
feel that further questioning on that really should be directed to some- 
one like Dr. Yeiittcr. 

Chairman PRnttiNS. Ttow could you insure that the schools iiso the 
vouoiiors to purchase the specific variety, grade and quality of items 
de««i£rnnted to bo purchased under the vovioher program? 

Mr. Ht-KMAN. It has been our experience with the food stamp pfO» 
gram, which is ba.«5tca11v a voucher program running at $4 billion, 
and with the WTC program, that it is as easy to distribute pft|5er as 
commodltios. All the paper Is^ is a way to buy cointnodities. I tjimk if 
we do it. there might bo some substantial benefits, wlioreas whetl m 
Ixiv. wo have to sfiecifv » certain label, a certain size can and so forth. 
It 'fits some schools and doesn't fit others. Tn fact, the (tAO was com* 
menttng recently that we didn't bnv things in large enough containefs. 
It is that tvpo of fle.Hibiiitv that is hard to build into a government 



ERIC 



12 



BEST COPY mmu 



procumnont progiain, Mr. Chtiinnan. But iiiulcr a vouchor progrftni, 

1 am hopeful wo can build some flexibility iuto the actual prociuemcnt. 
I am not saying it is going to be easy for us to figure it out, but 1 

think with some of iho people hore with nio and others we can do it. 
Wo have liad a great deal of oxporionce in the Dopartnient with 
vouclior programs. 

Chairman Pkkkins. What systom of procedure would be used to re- 
imbuiisc tlie vendors that HoYd tlie designated voucher items to the 
schools? 

Mr. Hkkmax. As I have tried to indicate, Mr. Chainnan, we don't 
have that figured out in detail, but I am sure as we figured it out to 
pay the vendor in the WIC program and to pay for $4 billion worth 
of 'stamps and see that the grocer got l iis money, we can do it with 
100,000 scliools and considerably loss^scliool districts. 

Chairman Pkkkins. Do you have any questions, Charles? 

Mr. Raooliffk. No, Mr. Chainntin. 

Chaii-mati Pekkixs. Can you get some language to us in the next 

2 or 3 days? Wo can probably report this bill from subcommittee this 
week. 

Mr. Hbkmav. I will bring that suggestion up. 

Chairman Pinncrxs. Our next witnesses are Miss Josephine Martin, 
Administrator of the School Food Service Program, Atlanta, Ga., 
and Mr. Vern Carpenter, Diiector, Iowa School Food Service. 

STATEMENTS OF JOSIFHIIIE MARTIN, ADMINISTBATOB, SCHOOL 
fOOD SIIRVICE, ATLANTA, OA. AND VEEN CARPENTER, DI- 
RECTOR, IOWA SCHOOL FOOD SERVICE 

Miss Martin. Thank yoUj Mr. Chairman. I am Josephine Martin, 
Admhvistrator of the School Food Service Proprram for the Georgia 
State De^partment of Education. I am also tcstrfying today as chair- 
man of the legislative Committee of the American School Food Service 
Association. 

With the continuing leadership of you and the membei*s or this 
commitfce^ fantastic progress has bcefi made in the child nutrition 
programs^ but unfortunately economic probioms have impacted the 
child niitrition prograiMS and we have not achieved all of the objec- 
tives that we have sot for ourselves. 

1 am grateful for the opportunity of testifying today in support 
of the legislative proposals directly effecting the school lunch and 
child nutrition programs. Quite f inrikly I had hop^d that there would 
be no need for any major school lunch legislatives proposals for some 
time after the passage of Public Law 98-160, whidi included major 
reforms for school food service funding* 

But we continue to encounter cost factors which are beyond our 
confc!*oh Although Public Law 93-150 held ^reat ^roniise for reaching 
additional children with school mcals^ the mflationary costs made it 
ftccessai*y for most schools to increase pupil sale prices in, September 
10?8 or January 1974* This sale price liicrease adversely aflPected pupil 
participation. Admittedly there are multiple factors involved in par- 
ticipation* However, ono4valf million fewer paying children are eating 
litftchcs now than last year. 
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The Uicrcrtsecl sale nricos have luid their greatest impact on childron 
from micklle-incoiiio familios. And now wohavotlwa proposal to phase- 
out conimoditifs. As yon aro well aware, wholesale food prices have 
iiici-eascd 20.0 percent iVonj 1972 to 19T3. The USDA now forecasts 
food price incroasos in the curi-ent year at about 12 percent. Other 
forecasts aro as high as 20 to 25 pei'cent. Moreover, the school Innch 
profrrani luis been especially hard liit by price increases in protdn 
foods which, by law, nnist be served as part of each typo A liiiich. In 
this coiiupctioi'i, 1 wonld like to cito some increases in nrotoin food 
pi'ices for the last quarter of 1973 over the last quarter of 1972. Ihese 
data were published in the February 1974 issue of the TTSDA's Na- 
tional Food Situntion : meat prices increased 28 percent; poultry prices 
ii\creased 80.4 percent; daiiy products, up 19.9 percent; and eggs, Up 
49.1 percent. . , , , i ^ 

Prices of other foods, of course, have mcreased substantia iiy, but 
let rne try to bring this situation into perspective by one single 

example. , 

111 '-.is current fiscal year school luuch in'ogranis across the country 
aro. payitig at least 1 cent more per half pint of niilk and in many 
places h to 4 cents more than in the previous year. Milk must be .served 
iis a part of eacli meiil; this one item has increased the food costs for 
the entire school lunch program by $40 million for this school year— 
ofl'setting tlie increase in section 4 funds. , _ 

And another increased cost factor has entered the picture. The 
energy crisis has resulted in constantly increasing costs of providing 
gas alid electricity in order to operate refrigeration equipment, kit- 
chen ranges, stean'i kettles, steam cookers and otlier equipment required 
to stoi-e, prepare and serve food to some 22 million children eating 
lunches dailv. Many .school districts are effectively utili/.ing central 
preparation *of lunches and transt)oi'ting the.se lunches to satellite 
schools by specially equipped truck.s. The very sharp increases m the 
c().st of gasoline are, of course, directly affecting the costs of producing 
luuclies and delivering them to studeiitB in participating schools., And, 
accordimi to the Fecleral Energy Administratoi-s, gasoline and fuel 
pi'ices will continue to increase in the months ahead. ^ 

And now school adniiiiistrators are faced with implementing tlie 
new minimum wage law which will cost at least 2 cents per lunch oveh 
with very liigh productivity of 20 meals per man-hour. School Food 
Scrvlco personnel need the increased wages, but there are no provisions 
to finunco the 25 percent increase in labor costs except by increasing 
sale prices to students, which inevitably cuts out paying pupils. 

Public Law O^-ISO changed the financial help for free lunches from 
a 40-cpnt minimum to a 46-cent avomgo. This averaging concept lins 
meant that many major school systems are getting no more or even less 
money than they received in fiscal year 19?S. Kcduetions in tlie rates 
plus the escalated costs will surely try even the most competent opera* 
tor's nbilitv. I fear the quality and the quantity will deteriorntei 

To comtwund these difficulties the USDA has now indicated that it 
plfins to pliase out food donation to schools In fiscal year Wm I will 
not go into detail on this issue because it will be fully covered by ftff. 
VertV Carpenter, director of the school food sorviee progmm f Of the 
Iowa Departfnent of Edueation. Mr. Carpenter handles the distibution 
of USDA'donated foods in that State. In Georgia the food distr ibu* 
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tion is hiintllett bv iiiiotlu'i- unit in tlio, Stato dcpuftinent of oducation. 

The Aniei'icaii'Soliool Food Service strongly supports legislation to 
extend tho special commodity purchase authority conta-.ned in tiic 
Agricultural Art approved last sunmier. ' 

Only day bel'oie yesterday I met with Mrs. Shinn, Dado County, 
Fla., HFS dircctor,'and snpervisors and directors in .lacksonville in 
illscussing the adniinistratioirs proposal to phase out commodities. 
Our director comniouted she is in sunport of food distribution as a part 
of financial assistance to schools. She indicated that food shortages 
encountered during the school year has left food service directors in a 
position of not boiiig able to secure foods through normal distribution 
chaiuiels. , , , , 

The commodities during this year assured the schools ot certain 
foods, often not availabli? from commercial chaimels. 

Mr. Chairman, it would seem to me that tho Nation's children should 
receive a higli priority on our food supply. The c6ntiiniation_ of 
donated foods as piirt'of fuiancuvl assistance is one way of assuring 
that food for children has a high priority of allocation hi the Nation's 
food siipiily. The legislation you are oolisidering today would insure 
that sciiools would receive either cash or commodities in the nc.\t fiscal 
yeai". 

' 1 would like to touch briefly on two othei- matters. 1< irst, in passitig 
Puldic Law 0;5-15() last fall tlie Congress approved a 1-year pi'ovision 
to increase the eligibility standards for reduced price lunches to 1T5 
percent of the income poverty guidelines. I'lider this provision chil- 
dren from lower middle-income families are eligible to receive the type 
A lunch at a price of 20 cents or less. ..... 

it was only possible to implement this jiiovision Ijeginning Jan- 
iiarv I of this year: .".8 States iinplcmeiited this piovision of Pubuc 
Tiaw oa-lSO evljn though it was announced late. In Georgia the re 
.sponso from local school systems has been enthusiastic. In most in- 
stances, wherever it has been tried, partici))ation hus incrcasccl I am 
partictdarlv pleased to r(!|)ort that schools in Appalachia aro showing 
positive results with tho extended guideline. Howover. many B6hm 
systems have not wished to initiate this new provision for only a few 

months. . , . 

Senator Ca;^o has int;roduced legislation to continue this provision 
(S. Tu introducing the bill recently he indicated 16j000 middle- 
income childiTu in New Jersey now benefit from this progvam that did 
not beiieflt prior to this legislation. Wo strongly endorstriegislation to 
ni.nko this provision permanent as in my judgment it is essential to 
keep school meals availablo to children frotn moderate income families 

Second. 1 would propose that section 5 of the Child Nutrition Act 
(nonfood assistance) i)c amended to increase tho appropriation au- 
thoritv for fiscal vcar 1076 and, thereafter, from $20 million to $40 
million. Under present law the appropriation authority is $4p million 
in fiscal year 1073 and declines to $60 million in tho following fiscal 
yeat-s. As von know, actual appropriations in recent years have ffillen 
far short of the $40 million authoriMtion. ^ , . 

The (TSDA has requestod only $22 million for nonfood assistaneo m 
flfical vear I07f>. However, tho J'ecently released USDA, special gt.uc1v 
retniested by the Congrciss shows that schools nationwide need $177 
million to install or upgrade school food service equipment. It is my 
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unclersfcfttulinR that tho studv indicated that no-program schopls neccl 
$22 nviilion for equipment, tlnlcss this authorization is oxtond04rpt- 
ting meals to all rhildron will bo a long-range dream. Why should the 
schools tlia t have begun programs be penalized ? 

The third point I woiild like to mention has to do with requircmerits. 
Earlier today it was indicated by Mr. Hekman that the Department's 
phasing out of commoditii^s would exchide the commodity value from 
matchine. Co.nmodity value has never been matched with local 0r 
State funds. At a time when the present matching formula is placing a 
severe strain on the school food se^'vice, it is imperative for the seliool 
programs, if tliey are to continue to serve children, that no further 
roquiretnents be established which would place a larger bvirden on 
paying children in the form of matching. In fact, those rGqiiirements 
need to lie studied and legislation enacted which would relieve the 
poorer gt a tos of the matching burden presently imposed. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, let me say again now much I appre- 
ciate the opportunity to appear before this subcommittee and express 
concerns which are on the minds of school food service personnel all 
across the country. 

Tliank vou very much. 

Chairman Pkrktns. Tliank you, Miss Martin. You have given tis 
some exTollont testimony. Can you give us an idea of how mtidh fflOfe 
per nieal a commodity clonation system would yield than an equivalent 
eni^h donation? 

Miss Marttx. That is a verv hard question to give a direct answer 
to. Perlmps Mr. Carpenter has some figures which would provide 
information. i* 

Mr. CAnrKNTKR. For the scliool that makes the best use of commodi- 
ties* tiicy can take that 7 cents worth and turn it into about ID Of 11 
cents worth because, as you know* cnrtain of these items you get in 
unlimited supply, such as flour, some shortening and some of the other 
items. So we are speaking about a *t cents that might be worth 10 esnts 
to those that use it to best advantage. _ 

Kow if the TTSDA gives the schools the 7.5 cents in cash and tmy are 
uiiaWe to purchase as efficiently and effectively and get the qtifility of 
product that the USDA does, that 7.8 cents may be worth only 8 egnte^ 
so the difference between the two would be about a 6 cent loss where it 
is \moA most effectively. 

Chfiirman Pi^rictks. One furthef question* May we have yoiir eom- 
motits concerning the Depariment^s proposed voucher system from the 
Doint of view of administrative problems on the State level and on the 
local level ? 

Wm MAtiTti^. T think Mf* Caf pentet* and I both would like to reaefc 
to that question. Thirst, there ftfe many unanswered questions ftbottt the 
voucher svstotn. It svoiild seem to me that we could not be ft^ured that 
the foods would be available in the localities even though there was a 
national siirplus. For e^ample^ using Georjda products, if there is a 
surt)1us of peanut products in Georgia and school distrlets m some 
othet* parts of the country receive vouehers to purchase peatiut 
pf*oduct^, I do not see how you can assure that the peanut preduets are 
^olng to be in tho Midwest or Northwest at the time the surplus exists 
ifi the peaniit-growing States of this Nation* 

So I think making the food available where it Is needed would be a 
problem. 
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Second, T Miink thoro would be a veal adininistrativo problem in got- 
ting the vouchers to tlio States and to the local school districts in a 
timely niannor, I could foresee a lot of administrative problems in con- 
nection with a voucher program. 

Cliainnan Pkukins. Mr. Quie? 

Mr, Qim. TlmnU you, Mr. Chu i niian. 

It is good to see you again, Miss Martin. 

jliss Mautin, Thank you, sir. 

Mr, QiUE. One question I have. In the purchase of foods I under- 
stand the main reason why the various school food service pooplo 
would like to see a continuation of the Department of Agriculture 
purchase of commodities is that you can get more for your money that 
way. As indicated, you would have to spend 10 or 11 cents to get the 
same amount of food if you bought it directly from the school distriots. 
Wluit about the State of Georgia? Is there any attempt them, since 
volume buying does save money, for the State of Georgia to do the 
pui <!hasing for the school systems so that on foods over and above wlmt 
IS iiuide available at the average 7.0 cents is made available in the State 
of (rcor/yia? 

Miss Mahtix. Geoi'gia is traditioiuiUy one of those States that be- 
lieves in local control and there is a strong feeling of opposition toward 
any statewide j)rogram of school food service or State purchasing 
for school food service. We have made no atteinpts to enter into a 
Htnlpwido pnrchaf^inir proirrani and evon if the USDA's proposals to 
allow the Stales to ostabli.^h a Slate p\u'chasing program matcrializedj 
I doubt if this would ever receive any attention ni the State because of 
two things. Most of tlie local superintendents wish to retain local con- 
trol of the. food purchasing and, the second thing, by having the pur- 
chasing done at the local level, the purchasing is helpful to many 
veujiors: whiMvas if it were done at the State level, only a few vendoii? 
Avould have the school food service business. This way the school 
-^ood Service is a profrram that vcMulors^ farmers, and evervone sup- 
poHs and believes in because it not only helps provide nutritious food 
• to chihlren, but helps the local economy. 

Mr. Qt^iii. l\y that, it sounds as though they would like to have the 
Federal mo!iey*£riven in cash so they could help their own vendors* too. 
I can^t see the cfifference Ix^tween tlic U.S. Department of Agriculture 
and vour State depa rt ment of education. 

Miss MAUi tv. It is a tnatter of degree. The local supenntondents 
realise that tliero are certain foods tliat they use in large quantitios^ 
such as the staple foods the Department has been buying, tlie flour, the 

f rftifi products, the dairy products, et cetera. They alsd apprciciato the 
act that the ITSDA purchases quality foods. This sets a certain 
standard of fjual itv that local vendors must live up to* 

Then the third things in a time of food shortages stich as have 
encountered this year, the availability of donated foods has asstired the 
schools of havini^ certain foods thet*e at a certain time, whereas in some 
paints of the Sta^te it was impossible to get delivery on certam items^ 
particularly protein items* * * ^ 

Mr. Qtmn Couldn't the State departmettt also go otit and buy tm 
proteins that It wanted? ^ 

Miss Maui^m. Yes, they coukh but if each State department m the 
Nation ej^tablished its o\\'\\ purchasing procedures^ then rather than 
havhig one national purchasing system as we now have through the 

±7 



BIST m MULKBI£ u 

food distribution program, wo would linvc 50 diflcront lulniinistjaitive 
orgaui/.ations purcluvsiujL?, ostablislunff inspection programs, ot cot^.ra. 

So it just appears to those of us who have looked at this from the 
school food service point of view— w^hat I am about to sav sounds 
very dangerous— that there is loss polities involved if you have one 
national system of purchase and more objectivity than if you had 50 
local State systems of purchasing. 

Mr. Quia' That is the first I ever heard of less politics on the Federal 
level than the State level. I see a lot of politics around here and in the 
De^^artn^ent of Agricultui'e. . 

I find that you would like, to have one national standard for the 7.6 
cents worth of food. You have more than 50, there is a host out there, 
so you have great variety. I am certain we are going to extend the 
authority for the Department of Agriculture to buy comrnodities. As 
tlio Department of Agriculture looks at ways where this could be 
haiulled some Federal way, I think the Federal Government ought to 
continue its financing at tile level it has now. 

t am not talking of reducing Federal support for thescliool lunch. I 
am ghid we have the escalator in there that so that as the cost of livhig 
goes un, the Federal Government continues to bear its share. But be- 
yond tnat, there ought to be a means other than every school doing it 
or lettitig the Federal Government do it. 

The aimmionts you malce ought to be for perhaps more local or State 
control, f know tfiere is^ politics involved and when you are not used 
to Morking through the State, it gives you a little pause to think of 
new people to w*ork tlvrough. Nobody likes to do that, they like to work 
W'here tliey have traditionally. But if there is a good argument to buy 
in volume, and it seems there is, I will buy the figure you used^ 10 to 
11 cents, which swms pretty close to what it would be. If that is the 
case, it seems the schools could save nnich more money if the State of 
Georgia purchases it. 

Just looking at Georgia's problem and the clout that your school 
food Service people ,havo in the Congress, I imagine it cotdd bo de- 
veloped just as well in tlie State legislature. Those people like to get 
r^eiecfced^too. 

Miss Martix. I guess I shouldn't get into discussing Georgia poll* 
triots and mfiny of those districts, are very small and nave been very 
most States have, I suppose, t think tlie tact w-o have 188 school dis- 
ltfi(*is and msury of thoiio districts ai'o very small and have been very 
reluctant to join forces across district lines for any other educational 
services. It is liighly unlikely that tliis segment of education w^otdd be 
peiv'oivod as soinetnlng that should l>e central ixed and coordinated 
eitlier at the State or a larger district hivel when other aspects of 
mlwcai inn have nttempted to get this kind of coordination and liavo not 
been suceessfuHn doing this. 

t reali/.e that there is some ambiguity in wjvat I nm saying, where 
I am indicating local control and still saying thnt I believe tnat it is 
feasible and fidvisal)1c for the Department to continue a part of its 
financinl assistance in the form of food distribution. I \vould come 
back to the tliree points: Ko. 1, thnt the FedernI purcbase of com- 
modities does set a standard of quality for local sohool systems to use 
hi purchasing food \ a^ul second, we are able to get greater valne out of 
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the commoditios by mnximi/iiijjr iho use of tlioiii. In Gcorjyia wg luivo 
an extensive bi-eaclmaking program and we hardly buy any broads 
cakes, or cookies because the schools make those. 
^ So we do believe it is advisabhi to continue this portion of the as- 
sistance in the form of foods. 

Mr. QuiK If the Foderal novorninont shouhl settle and becoivie 
much more generous and add another S cents for all lunches — some 
people rcconmiend we should pay foi* {ill Innchos — do you think it 
would be wise to add tlie amount that went to the pui'dmse of com- 
modities, or should we add that 8 routs to the incioased cost of living 
or cash contribution under section 4. - ^ 

Miss Makmmn'. Your question is: IF wo wei'e to ffot 8 cents plus the 
present 10 plus 10 foi' soof ion I and 7 for commodities, would we pre- 
fer it in casli or commodities ? 

Ml*. QiTii:. Yes. 

Miss ^fAUTix. That is a very provocative question. I would think 
that considering the present food shortages and the lej^islation that 
provides for cash in lieu of purchase of commodities, that it would be 
liighly unlikely that the Department would be able to go out and buy 



effective to the schools to have tlic aclditional S cents in the commodity 
budiret that would be included in cash in lieu of commodities if the 
appropriate commodities could not be purchased, 
Afr. QriK. So you prefer it in cash? 

Miss MAR'nv. If the Department could purchase foods and make 
them available to the schools, we would be just as happy to have the 
foods for tlie additional 8 cents. 

Mr. Qr;iK. That is puttinp: an "if-' on the Department, because you 
know* some years the uej^artment has less available. I niean,sometiincs 
there are less surpluses while at other times there are moi'e. Sui)pose 
people coutinually reduce tlieir consumption of beef as they did last 
summer? We may have consideralile increases in the pnrcliase of beef 
in the future anth then a;^ain, peoples diets might be such that they 
increase their consumption of beef and wc thus have less available. 

Without rej^ai'd to the availability, could you answer whether you 
prefer cash or commodilies on the adclitional amount? 

Miss MAirrrx. This is assiuuing the foods stre available? 

Mr. QiMK. Yes. 

Miss M.NftviN'. t think we would be happy to have the commodities 
because tho schools nnmt spr\ c a third of the'child's daily ro<|uiremento 
ami the l)pf)artmont lias demonsl rated that it has the capacity to pur- 
chase the foods that can he usofl by schools, Tf the Department couhl 
provide. In cents worth of commoditios and 10 cents worth of cash, we 
would be happy to have lo cents worth of commodities. 

M\\ QifiK. N'ow what about the 10 cents in cash? Do you think it 
would l)e prefci'ablc tluit we shi fted that to conunodities? 

MisH Maktix* Ko, sir* I do nrit, for the simple reason that one of the 
requii'cnicnts 6f the type A whether break fiist or lunch, is that it 
must include a ha'lf-i)int of milk, and right now matiy schools across 
the Nation are paying close to 10 cents for a half of pint of inilk. The 
10 cents cash is essential simply to purchase milk at the local level. 

Mr. Qi rt^. You pay substantially out of your local money then, too. 
when you ftgut'c the 1? or 18 cents 'you get In commodities and cash? 




idly feel that it would be as 
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Miss Mautlv. That is correct, and the State is paying 5 centa per 
meal to assist wit h tlie labor costs. 

Mr. Qiru). Let luo ask yon a last question. If you had a choice be- 
tween sotting 11 cents in caslx or tlie 7 cents in conunodities, which yoii 
indicated Avas the amount it would cost yo\i if you were to buy it 
directly for the 11 cents, wliat would yon prel'er? 

I^lissVMAirnN:. I would still pretVi' tha logishition that \yc have, com- 
nioilies to tlie extent the Department conid nialco the purchases and tlie 
diUVrenee between the nniount that coukl bo purchased in cash. 

Ml*. Qi;iK. You would prefer then jj^^tting tlie commodities they 
could pi'ovide, plus whntever is left of that 7.6 cents in cash? 

Miss MAuriN. Yes. 

TiCt me 'be sura I understand. We arc speaking only of the f\mds 
bud^i^tHed for iMmimodities, we arc not spealcing of funds in section 4? 

Air. Quii:. It is my underb^tiinding tluM'o is jmont 7.0 cents worth of 
conunodities |)ui'chased if tliey u.^e their whole budget. That is, the 
anuMMit of r'nimuodities that wo\d(l be distributed. But if they don't 
M.-^e I he whole l)U(lget for cunnnodities, the remainder is distributed 
in cni-h and the school nniy get a penny or two in cash. 

Miss Mak: IN. That is correct. 

Mr. Qni:. This was to either continue that or be able to continue 
the total aiMcnmt in cash. As it is now, the Department could bny 
nothing if you get 7.0 cents in cash, bnt have the alternative to go to 
1 1 ronts in rash iii?<ti'ad. Yuu would prefer the commodities? 

Miss .M.\irn\. 1 would prefer tlie 11 cents value b\idgeted for com- 
nuMlities with the Department purchasing. 

^rr. Qvw:. You can't have it botli ways. 

MiHs ^fAiirix. The De|)urtment purchasing those foods if possible 
and making up the difference ui casli. 

Mr. QiUE. I realize you would ratJicr have 11 cents rather than 7.6 
cents. I should say 15 (-ents, tlie proposal has an additional 8 cent«.^ If 
you liave a choice between the two, 1 gather you would prefer having 
the roniinodities? 

^fiss MAirriiV. Y^e^«?. 

Mr. QuiE. Thank yo\i. 

Chairman Pkrkins. Thank you. Miss Martin. 
Our next witness is ^^r. Verii Carpenter, director of the Iowa School 
Food Servicers. 

Mr. CAUi>ENTi:R. I will make a short summarized statement and my 
prepai'cd statement may \k\ put in the record. 

Chairman Pkukins, That will bo done without objection. 

m\ CAuvENTnu. My name is Vern Carpenter and 1 am State direc- 
tor of school food service programs in Iowa* I am here today not only 
on l)ebalf of our Nation's schoolchildren, but also on behalf of day 
care center children, Head Stait children, children lieing fed in set^ 
tlement hoiises, churches and other service institutions, in summef 
canipSi cliildreii of migrant workers, senior citixens and persons fed 
in disaster feeding programs* 

1 also represent the American School Food Servic€i Association 
and its 60,000 members comprLsed of wschool food service pei^nneli 
State school lunch directors and nutritionists and dietitians* 

Mr* Chairman, 1 wish to thank the committee for the opportunity to 
testify at this hearing today and also for the committee^s past suppoii 
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of child nutrition profrrams. Most rooontly, tlio passage of Public Law 
93-150 last KovomlxM' provided, aniono* othvv boiiolits, ineroasod Fed- 
oral rcimburseniont rates and an osi'alator clause. Selioolchildren 
throughout the Nation have already benefited from your positi\e 
action. 

Further, the 11-cent purchase of eonimoditioH has stayed for the laF^t 
1 1 yours. This is svhy we reeonunend a guarantoo of coniiuoilities at the 
10 cent level with ari escalator clause. Distribution should be based on 
performance. If you serve the meal, then you <ret the com modi ties. 

Wc did discuss a moment ajufo the negative results that this USDA 
proposal could mean to schools that have been using commodities to the 
best advantage. The USDA has nu»ntioiu'd a voucher system. The logis- 
tics of having USDA vouchers mailed to school districts participating 
in a child nuti'ition program appear gigantic in .si;ie and complicated 
in implementation. At this point of time their office is trying a com- 
puterized method of mailing checks to the nonpublic schools in certain 
States administered by the USDA, Information available is that thoy 
are experiencing no little difficulty. This is also understandable. 

I do not say this derisively. I point it out merely for comparison. 
Anyone who was trying to do tluit and get it started would expe- 
rience pi'oblems. 

One alternative is for the USD -v to issue an authorization to State 
ajjei^cics to issue vouchers to each pai'ticipating school. This procedure 
rnight well require additional personnel in each State agency if each 
Slate were required to, or if each State were asked but not required to, 
have their centralized purchasing agent purchase these commodities. 

1 know what our State agency woidd say. They would say; *'Finc, 
fui-nish us the necessary manpower.'' Writing food specifications is 
most difficult. The accounting recmired at the State level to account for 
each voucher and e.stid>lish and audit it would be extensive, eveii 
though tlie time element were not considered. 

We do not like to look at any proposal negatively. However, should 
an existing syntem be ;jmni)ed until a subsequent system has been out- 
lined. dlBcusseil and tliought tlirougii, and yes, oven tried on a. pilot 
basis? If the voucher svstem didn't function iuitially, where would we 
be? 

Another problem as wo see it is this. Surpluses come and go and it is 
possiijie tlujt W(» could have surphises within a year. If anytliing is in 
sur|)lus, it is not where it is needed or it wouldn't be in surplus: and 
further, it niust be moved and redistributed. This requires a distribu- 
tion system. 

This raises the question of a recent announcement by the USDA to 

(>urclifisc $45 million worth of beef, which wc were most pleased to sec 
)ccau.se wc need it. Incidentally, hog prices are down also. Had all 
States abolished their distribution system, this purchase of $4S million 
w^orth of bee 5' w^ould have been futile* 

In closhig, our association does not cotisider child nutrition pro- 
grams to be welfare progi'ams. We believe these programs should be 
considered as directly beiiefiting children, althotigh certainly parcfits 
bonefit indirectly. Welfare payments are made to adults or pai'ents. 
These are examples of how a taxpayor^s dollar directly benefits eliil- 
di'cfj. A person iieeds only to obsci»ve a child euting lunch at scliool to 
iealii^c his tax dollars were for a worthy cause. 
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A news itcMYi ap|)oarin(r Maroli 10, 1071, in the Des Moines Trihime 
iimler the byline of David Iless, hstocl 22 povoitY-rohxtcd programs 
that cither have not boon funded or were incorporated, transformed, 
transferred or delepitod to another Federal agency. 

AVe hope, the child nutrition i)ro«iranis do not suffer the same fate. 
Cuttinnr off Government commoditios could be the first step. A trans- 
fer of child nutrition programs to the USDA could be the second step 
and complete decmnhasis could be the third and final step. So we are 
liore seeking your help and assistance in preventing this from hap- 
pening. 

I have data with me concerning food prices of lunches, attendant- 
food prices and such which I will be happy to present if time permits. 
I will bo happy to answer any questions. 

[Complete statement follows:] 

Pkepaukd Statement of Vern Carpenter, Chikf, School Pood Services Section, 
Iowa Department of Public Instruction, on Behalf of American School 
Food Service Association 

My niiiiie Is Veni Carpenter nud I am State Director of school food service 
limjjrnius In Iowa. I am here today not only on behalf of our nation's school 
oliililrcn, but also on behalf of day-caro center children . . . Head Start ohil* 
tiren . . . children being fed in settlement bouses, churches, and other service 
iii«tUutions ... in summer camps . . . cidldron of migrant workers . . . senior 
ciii/.ens . , . and persons fed iu disaster feeding: protrranis. 

1 fdso represent the American School Food Service Association and its 00,000 
luenibers comprised of school food service persanucl, state school lunch directors, 
and nutritionists and dlotltlans. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish to tlianlc the Comndttco for the opportunity to testify 
at this licnrint,' todny. And also, for the Comndtter's past support of child niitrl- 
tirtn prosrrams. Most recently, the passage of IMibllc l^aw Ori-IHO last Xovornber 
lirovhleti. amonj: other benefits, inorefised federal reimbursement rates and an 
escalator olausi*. Sebool children throughout the nation have already benefitted 
from your positive action. 

Or December n and 6, 1073, tlie Midwest State Directors were invited by the 
TT.S.D.A. to attend a meeting in Chicago. During tlds meeting it was explained 
why the Administration was proposing that no government commodities be fur- 
nisiied after June 30, 1074. The Administration's desire was to get the USDA out 
of (ho commodity business. Similar U5^I)A meetings wiTo held In all regions. 

in brief, the explanation given was that few surplus commodities were avalU 
able and few, If any connuodlties mH»ded to be price supported. Among other oon- 
.si<lcratlon«, this caused State Directors to wonder whether to retain their com- 
nio(fitv distribution systems wlthlri their resiKJctlve state agencies after June 80, 
1974. 

Announcing that conunodif Ics might not be available after June 30, 1974* tnay 
have been part of the Administration's strategy because it was generally Under^ 
stood that even though the law required a complete conversion to Food Staiups 
by .Tuly 1, 1974. this conversion ndght not be ,.iLirely aecomplished by that date. 
If not nccompllshod by that date, some commodities would be needed for direct 
distribution and some for oversea's projects as well. 

The tiMOStlou then arose whether the U.S.D.A. had budgeted for comftiodltles 
in tbolr proposed budget for fiscal year 1975. This infornmtlon about the budget 
could not be revealed by the U.S.D,A. to State Directors prior to the time the 
l>udirpt was roleosod. which is understandnblo. 

This pro|>osal threatened a cominodlty value income of at least 5Vj cents per 
lunch to schools. It seemed that about VA cents worth of commodities would be 
ns:«iired nn(ler Section 0. but the f>'/j cents additional Value normally furuished 
uiidor Sections B2 ahd 416 Was Iri doubt. 

Kvcfi though present taw provides for cash Iti Heu of a commodity shortfall it 
docs not provide for the orlgliml 7-cents' worth of commodities. The 7*ceiits worth 
seems clearl.^ to be the luterit of the Congress but not law. 

After the tl.«.t).A,*s proposed budget for 1075 was prcsetited to the Congress, It 
showed that $290,000,000 had been recommended for commodities. This amouht is 
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$23.7 million less than for FY 74. The USDA explained that less will be needed 
beoausQ participation will be at a lower rate. 

Each year for the past several years we Midwest State Directors have been 
trying to get the U.S.D.A, to reveal exactly how much of the amount appropriated 
for comuiodltles was budgeted for each child nutrition program, It has not been 
easy to obtain this breakdown. 

State Agencies need such a breakdown in order to allocate and distribute these 
commodities to each participatlhg school or service Institution on a fair and 
equitable basis. 

For example, if schools are budgeted 7-cents' worth for each lunch served^ this 
should be known. If scrvlc*e institutions are bndgoted a like amount, this should 
be known, If service institutions are budgeted pnly 3-cents worth, but receive 
7-cents' worth, this reduces the 7-cents' worth schools should have received. 

Consequently, the amounts presented herein are not presented as exact budget 
figures. They are, however, the latest figures presented at this writing, 

1. An estimated 4 billion lunches at 7 cents equals $280,000,000. 

2. An estimated 275 million breakfasts at 3 cents equals $8,250,000. 

3. An estimated 300 million meals in Special Food Service Program, for children 
at .0058 cents equals $1,750,000. Total amount $200,000,000. 

4. Summer Camps, none. 

5. Senior Citizens, none. 

6. Disaster feeding, none. 

7. Homo eoononilcs classes^ none, 

This observation is offered. If service Institutions participating in the Special 
Food Service Program are t<^ receive only about one-half cent's commodity value 
per lueal served, their tenuous financial status will become far more shaky. 

A similar question was raised about the U.S.D.A. budget when I testified before 
the Senate Subeoniinittee on Agricultural Research and General Legislation leg* 
isiators on July 28, 1972, at which time the chairman asked the U.S.D.A. the 
specific question. As I recall, their reply was that they had stocks on hand with 
which to make up the difference. Questions are now raised whether they have 
adoiiuute stocks on hand and the exact value of commodities to be furnished serV* 
ice institutions. 

Tlicro soems to be no way of finding out how much the U.S.D.A. wl,4 itudget 
for ooiumoditles for FY 76. As our legislative committee understands il, il funds 
for commodities would not be budgeted, about 5^^ cents* worth of our 7 cents' 
worth of commodities would be lost. Lll^ewise, as we view it, there would be no 
ca^ih in lieu of a shortfall because funds had not been budgeted. 

Hence, our recomutendation that the lasv be changed to specify the commodity 
value for each program on n performance basis. 

Another concern is Section 4(a) of Public Law 93-86 which expires June 30, 
1974. This gave the Secretary of Agriculture authority to purchase comnioditled 
under .Section 32 without regard to suri)lus and to furnish commodities undei^ 
Section 416 as well. We urge the Committee to extend the provisions of this 
section of the law. 

This school year has been a goo<l commodity year, as we refer to it. For some 
reason, school administrators and food service personnel voluntarily comment 
more favorably on the receipt of commodities than the receipt of cash. See 
Chart No. 1. 

If ground l)eof were purchased now, it would be available fof schools and 
service Institutions when classes opened this fall because It usually takes from 
three to four montlis before it is delivered to schools after the U.S.D.A. starts 
making offers tp bay. 

A chart is attached showing the nmount of beef purchased for lowa^s sehpols 
for Iho pnsit several years. Last school year, 1972-73, Iowa's schools received no 
beof. See Chart No. 2. 

This brings up the dimisslon of shortages or potential food shortages, ttathei'^ 
the potential shorta?^e of specific food Ueius. 

Ttittn siifptiiscs cumo atid go. Surpluses are seldom where they are heeded of 
they wouldn't be in surplus. Surplus foods must \v} redistributed which recjUlrea 
a woi'kable distribution systom. A distribution system is esential. The proposed 
beef pufchnse of $45,000,000 would be fiitlle without a distribution system^ 

Beef producers are now stating they stand to lose $100 -.o $200 per head at 
cutreut market prices. The present outlook for beef pricrs and supply fof th§ 
feniainder of 1974 is for beef prices to decline and for the supply to Increase at 
least moderately. Incidentally, hog prices have declined rec< ntiyi 
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When beef prices drop sharply, farmers and producers either drop out an(I 
quit producing beef or reduce the size of their herd. After this happens, beef 
becomes in sliort supply and tlie price rises. After this happens, producers en- 
large their herds and those who dropped out start producing beef again. 

Which brings up the premise that if we wish to have an adequate supply at 
reasonable prices, farmers and beef producers need to keep doing what they 
have been doing — raising more beef. Otherwise, the resultant peaks and the 
valleys in both price and supply. 

According to an article in the Des Moines Sunday Register, March 17, 1074, 
under the byline of Don Muhm, farm editor, there may be a ''disturbing drop** 
in the number of cattle feeders iu the four-state area of Iowa, Nebraska, South 
Dakota, and Wyoming. 

it may take a wliile before this drop is reflected in ranch operations in South 
Dakota, Wyoming, Nebraska, and in other states, but if tlils trend continues it 
will eventually be reUcctod iu the supply and iu the price. Another shortage of 
a spociflc food item will have developed. 

This is why we contend the U.S.D.A. should purchase beef for child nutrition 
programs and other domestic feeding programs each year. Sucli purchases 
might help form a floor in such valleys. 

Another item of concern : The U.S.D.A. has stated that if they can ''got out 
of tiio commo<lity business'* they would be willing to take the funds they would 
would «ave through the decrease in commodity administrative costs and add it 
to the present 7<cent value of commodities. 

When asked, the U.S.1>.A. stated tlieir offer was not an attempt to save money 
on tlieir part. In oar opinion, it follows that they much believe an additional 
amount is necessary and JusUtied or it would not have been offered. This 7'cent 
value has remained stationary for at least three years without taking Infla- 
tlonary costs into consideration. 

They have agreed to an escalator clause for commodities. The same Oost of 
Eating Away from Home Index might be used. This is why we recommend a 
commodity value for FY 1075 bo established at 10.5 cents (the same as the cash 
rmyment utider Section 4 of NSLP) with the same escalator clause. 

We believe it would be advisable to consider u similar proviso for the break- 
fast program and the special for service program. 

This woidd make the total federal cash reimbursement and commodity value 
for a free lunch to be : 

Section 4 (cash) 10.50 



The amount of state cash reimbursement must be added to the 67.75^ federal 
cash. In Iowa this amount of state reimbursement is .00750 plus 3.30 cents. All 
totaled this would be 01.80 cents. Practically all schools will be able to Justify 
receiving this O1.S60. See Chart No. 3. 

For tlic period July 1, 1073 through December 31, 1073, lowa*s statewide at?er- 
age Uibch c<jst was 00.72 cents in addition to commodities used. Federal regtiia- 
tions contain the provision that a seliool cannot bo reimbursed more for a lunch 
than the total cost of preparing and serving the lunch. Iowa*s local schools coil* 
tribtitcd about 13 cents per lunch nmkitig a total state and local contribution of 
.1711 criits i)er free lunch. 

Attnclicd ptoase find other charts listltig: 

a* No. of scliool districts soniiig reduced price meals (Chart No. 4). 
l>. Increase in reduced-price meals served during this school Year (Chart No. 
15). 

c. lowa*^ average dally participation July 1, 1073 through Docemb^f 31, 1073« 
(Chart No. 0). 

d. liiurollment of Iowa*s public schools, 1073-74 school year. (Chart Nd. 7)/ 



Section 11 (cash) 



47. 25 



Total cash. 
In comjtnodities— . 



57. 75 
10.50 



Total Federal contribution for free Ittnch. 
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iiieroa-ses in prUes ot* rood iu»iiis (CMriri No. s). 

f. Avenigo stutiont luiuli vvkv foi* lowji. IDT'MI ?<clh)(il year. (Chart No. 0). 

Our A.>'sc)Ci;Uiou doos nor oon^Ulor cliihl iiufrilioii protTrr.ins («> ho w^'lTaro 
projrraiii.s. W'u heilovo (hose prnj^n'auis shtaihl h<' lun^Mderwl ns illrocliy hcnt'liiing 
•liihhvn aUh(>u.u'h n»riahil.v r.'MVUts hi»uo!i( hidiro^tly. Tliosc pm^uranw n'V an 
oxaiiipU' nf how iho in.vpaytM s dollar tlir(M*t!y lirnolhs chihin'n. A person only 
ntH'ds to observo a ohlhl oallng Imu li nt st honl f o n^alize Ills ia\os won* sijoul for 
a wnrtliy can^t*. - 

A nows artich* n|»pcnrin.i: Marrh 1(1. n>7l. in tlu* Hrs l/o/'/o s* Trifnntc nndor the 
hylino of Jhivhl lh:S.s listed 22 poverty rolalcd prcjKi'anis ihal: oilhor have not been 
funded or woro inoorpnrattul. tninsrocniod. lran>if(»rn'd, or doJogidiHl to nnothor 
fi'ilcral ngi^ncy. 

Wo liopo lilt* child uulritlon ia<»j:rjuus di> not anW'vv tlio sarno falo. CnfMn;? oiT 
jrovcM-nniont: oouunodliios t fUld hf» Iho lirst slop: a triin^lVr of cluhr nulrlMou 
programs from the I'.S.h.A. ronid bo ilic sotoiid stop. ('oiaph»to do-oniphasis conhl 
bo Mio third and linal stop. 

Wo >;oek your help and nssl.stance in prrvcidlnir lhi.^ Ironi happouin;?. 

I have data with me eonferninjr rcdnct'd-prU'O huu he.«. attiMidiinco. food oost.'^, 
and the like which I would bo happy lo present If yon dosirc and if (lino permits. 

I would be happy to answer any »pie;5tions. 

Note: Charts No. 1. 2. U. and t) were updated April fi. 11)7-1. 

CHART NO. 1 

STATE OF IOWA. DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION. SCHOOL FOOD SERVICES SECTION. GRIMES STATE 
OFFICE BUILDING. DES MOINES. IOWA 50319 

(Commodilies allocated to the Stale (as per delivery orders and transfers) July 1, 1973 thru Mar. 15, 1974 approx.| 



Commodity 



Unit 



Pounds 



SectiPfV 6 (schools): 

Beef, ground, frozen No. 55 

Chickens, frozen No. 30 . 

Frankfurters, frozen No. 40 

Potatoes, french fries, frozen No. 30 

Sweet potaloes. syrup, canned No. 38.25... 



Subtotal. 



Section 32 and 416 (schools): 

Beans, baby lima No. 25 

Beans, green canned No. 38. 

Beans, green, frozen No. 30 

8eef. ground, frozen No. 56. 

Butter, pritil No. 32 

Butter, print No. 36... 

Cornmeal, yellow No. 50 

Cranberry sauce, jellied No. 44.2 

Flour, A-P No. 50 

Grapefruit iuice. canned No. 37.3 

Margarine No. 30 

09\% rolled No. 36 

Orange juice, concentrated, frozen No. 30. 

Peanut butter No. 41.25 

Pears, conned No. 43.5 

Plums, purple, canned No. 45 

Poultry, boned, canned No. 43.5 

Rice No. 50 

Solod oil No. 46.2 

Shortening, vegetable oil No. 50 

Tomatoes, canned No. 38.25... 

turkeys, frozen No. 43 average. . . 

Wheal, rolled No. 36. 

Peanut granules No. 21 



9.100 
32.400 
9.500 
2.000 
2. 600 



500. 500 
97P.0C0 
380.000 
60.000 
99. 450 



Value per 
pound 



91.06 
.39 
.71 
.47 
.33 



55.600 



3.200 
3.999 
1.875 
7.000 
27.598 
28. 844 
2.126 
9.799 
48.101 
20.000 
24.320 
5.554 
47.490 
31.510 
8.689 
2.800 
8.500 
3.185 
7.799 
8.379 
10.000 
18.336 
4.160 
1.100 



2. 01 h 950 



80.000 
151.962 
55. 450 
385.000 
729.536 

1.038. 384 
106. 3D0 
443.116 

2.405,050 
746.000 
729, 600 
199.944 

1.424.700 

1.512. 480 
377.972 
126.000 
369. 750 
159.250 
360. 314 
418.950 
382. 5C0 
773.230 
149.760 
23. 100 



.43 

.20 
.29 

1.06 
.89 
.89 
.14 
.24 
.15 
.16 
.39 
.24 
.40 
.63 
.31 
.21 

1.92 
.49 
.55 
.42 
.22 
.67 
.52 
.79 



Subtotal. 



334.364 13,149.148 

Grand total (schools) 3'89,964 l5,T6h098 



Value 
per unit 



$58. 30 
11.70 
28.40 
14.20 
12. 53 



21.43 
7.44 
8.73 
58.30 
28.48 
32.04 
7.02 
10.67 
7. 36 
6. OS 
11.55 
7.24 
11.98 
26.00 
13.32 
9. 58 
83. 37 
24.68 
25. 32 
21.18 
8. 52 
28.81 
18.80 
16.60 



Total value 



S530. 530- 
379,080 
269.800 
28,400 
32. 578 



1.240.388 



68. 576 

29.753 

16.369 
408. ICO 
814.471 
924, 162 

14.925 
104.555 
354.023 
121.000 
280.896 

40,211 
568,930 
819.260 
115,738 

26.924 
708.645 

78.606 
197,471 
177.467 

85.200 
529.260 

18,209 

18. 260 



6. 579.910 



7. 820.298 



Note: Values per pound and per unit werj computed by Obtaining wholesale prices from 3 wholesalers lo^aled In Des 
Moines and taki^ng an average of the 3. The pfi^e^ shown do not necessarily represent the bid price paid by thp OSDA whan 

hereon show 



purchasing thd food. In some instances the USDA may have purchased for d lesser price, but the values llste 
a reasonable market value 
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CHART NO. 2 

BEEF PRODUCTS RECEIVED BY IOWA SCHOOL FOOD SERVICE. YEARS 1962-74. SUMMARY OF ALL BEEF COMMODlTilS 



Year Units Pounds Value 

19/3-74 16,100 885.500.00 W38.630.Q0 

1972-73 (») 0) 

I&7I-72 16,650 881.500.00 62I.?75.0Q 

1970-71 16.787 923,235.00 590.902.00 

m%-1Q ... . 3). 200 2.153.000.00 1.271,040.00 

I968-B9 23,600 1.293.000.00 765,820.00 

1967-78... 24,170 1.270.735.00 854,640.00 

1966-67 [. .* ... 30.178 1.4)0.051.00 897,256.00 

1965-66 27,070 I. 396. 097. 00 600.919.88 

1964-65 50. 935 2, 777. 41 1. 75 1, 665. 54?. '20 

1963-64 20.932 1.155.529.00 546.280.40 

1962-€3 10,185 557.038.00 226.815.20 



» None. 



CHART ND. 3A 

TYPE A LUNCH COST, iULY 1. 1973« TD DECEMBER 31. 1973. STATEWIDE 



Expenditures from school lunch funds: 
F03d 



Other. 



Estimated value of noncash expenditures. 



Total expenditures 22, 833. 028. 79 

Less: 

Extra milk costs 

School brealtfast cost 

Estimated a la carte costs 



Total type A lunches served: 
Children type A lunches. 
Adults type A lunches. . . 





Cents per 


Amount 


lunch 


$11,429, 351.10 


35.20 


5. 799.087. 26 


17.86 


1.381,938.42 


4.26 


18.G10, 376. 78 


5^32 


. 4.222,052.01 


13.00 


. 22,833.028.79 


70. 32 


750,192.31 


2.31 


106. 877.86 


.33 


311.718.80 


.96 


U68. 788.97 


3.60 


21.664, 239.82 




30. 676, 781 




1,793.927 . 




' 32.47T70T 





Total type A lunches 

Note: type A lunch cost without Government commodities. 66.72 cents. 

CHART NO. 3B 

IOWA TYPE A LUNCH COST. JULY I 1973, TD DEC. 31. 1973. STATEWIDE AVERAGE 



Costs iri 
cents 

Less Less Less (3?,470,: 

extra school estimate Type A lunch 708 
Total milk breakfast a la carte expenditures luriches) 



Fooif ... U. 429. 351. 10 750.192.31 68,163.13 311.718.80 10.299.^76.86 3172 

Labor ... ;; . ..... .. 5.799.087.26 34.024.09 5.765.063.17 17.75 

Other...... 1.381,938.42 4.690.64 1,377.247.78 4.25 

total '^rs.iioii^^Trisoriffiir ib6i77."86 mixiio'^diMiw.h 53. n 

Noncash expenditure..... . ----------- .. . 4,222.6Sloi 13.00 

total.., ^22,133.028/79 750.192.31 I06l77. 86 111. 718. 80 21,664.239.82 66. 7^ 
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rood . . 
Ubof. 
Other. 



Total 

Noncash expenditure. . . 



Total. 



School period 
July 1972 iQ 
December 1972 
(cents) 


School peNod 
July 1973 to 
December 1973 
(cents) 


Cents 
increzsed 
or decrease 


Percent 
increased 
or decrease 


26. 42 
16. 79 
3.92 


31.72 
17.75 
4. 2S 


4-5. 30 
•f-.96 
+. 33 


4-20. 1 
•1-5.7 
•f8.4 


47' 13 
12.64 


r3;72 

13.00 


+6. 59 
+. 36 


.i-14.0 
+2.8 


59^77 


66. 72 


+6. 95 


+ ilV6 



Chart So. 4 

luwii : 

Scittcmhcr i/)7J: Amount 
Ntimlior of srlinol dlJ^tikts .*«orvliig holli froi? and mltieed'iirico 

immis > — - -nm 

Xtuiibcr of school dlst riots sorvlni; Iruo \m\\y but lutt mltU'Od- 
Drive meals Itl" 

Xuinbor of .school tllstrlct.s reiving hotli I'roo iiiul rtMltioed-iU'lco 

IIHUlls - '^I- 

NuniliOr of school tlistrlots serving fm» iiionis hut not redtirCMl- 

pi'iro meals lol 

Ntiiubei' of districts that started serving rcdticed-pricc meals after 

17.*)% chjtMKo bmime effective January J, 1074- 1(1 

During the 1072-73 scliofjl year, all school districts served both free and 
rethicod-|irlce meal.s. 



CHART NO. 5 

IOWA FREE LUNCHES, AVERAGE DAILY FREE LUNCHES 



School 
197!^ 



year 
72-73 



School 
year 
1973-74 



Decrease 
per day 



Percent 
decrease 
per day 



Month: 

September. 

October.... 

November.. 

December. 

January.. 

February... 



53. 675 
CO. 304 
60. 049 
59.927 
60. 539 
61. 764 



53.065 
57. 318 
57.365 
57,115 
57.213 
56. 106 



-610 
-2.986 
-2.684 
-2.812 
-3.326 
-5. 658 



-1.14 
-4.95 
-4. 47 
-4.69 
-5.49 
-9.16 



()EOUCED-PRICF LUNCHES. AVERAGE DAILY REDUCED PRICE LUNCHES 



Month. 
Septembet 
October. . 

November 

December.. . 
J^riuary... . . 
February. 



School 
year 
1972-73 



2.192 
2.138 
2.210 
2.195 
2. 163 
1.811 



School Increase 
year or decrease 
1973-74 per day 



2,085 
2. 865 
2.914 
t, 891 
3.049 
3.185 



--I07 
■f-727 
H.704 
-1-696 
4-886 
-Hi. 374 



Percent 
inGrease oi 
decrease 
per day 



-4,88 
^34. do 
4 31.86 
h31.71 
+40< 96 
+75.67 
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CHART NO. 6 

IOWA AVERAGE DAILY PARTICIPATION, PERCENT OF AVERAGE DAILY ATTENDANCE 



iuly 1. 1972 July 1. 1973 

through through Percent 

Dec. 31, 1972 Dec. 31, 1973 increase* 

(percent) (poicent) doorcase 



Schools: 

Senior high schools 52.82 43.CO 4-2.18 

Junior-senior high schools 77.16 76.20 -1.26 

Junior high schools.. 74.32 75.60 4-1.69 

Elementary schools 71.80 70.02 -2.54 

Special education schools 83. 50 79. 1.1 -5. 55 

K-12 schools 8i.42 80.84 -.72 

ToMl " " '**^70.ir ~ 69.79^ -^72 

Tlio nbove dmrt h\\o\\h that nverngo dally imrticiimtlon (so far this year) : 
.1. Increased In .senior high schoul« from 52.82% up to 54% +2.1S%, 
2. Decreas<»d in junlor-senlar high schools 77.l09c> dowti to 70.20% 
— l.Ovi.% 

.1 Inoronsod In jnnlor hlKh schools 71.32% npto 75.00% = +1.01>%, 

I. Decreased appreclnhlv la elementary schools 71.80% <lo\vn to 70.02%-*- 

n. Overall partkipatloa deoreased —.72%. 

Considering this In its entirety, It is not too severe heransp a number of schools 
lncre{t.;od their Innch r^rlciN iast fnll. Conversely, It hehl np thl« well because the 
large percciilagc of schools did not Increase stutient Inach prices. 

Dnrinj? Inst school yenr sludent lunch prices average 37.02 cents compared to 
4t.i;ri cents for this school year (nr» S.TA cents). 

Student p.irticlpntion for the ntonth of Deceudicr, lOi.*?. however, wiis at an all 
time high of 70.fM percenl. f^tudent participation for Felirnary dropped sharply 
lH»cause op n hlirh rnte of Incidence nf Inflneazn tlivonghoui the state. 

Chart Xo. 7 

toivn'H nonpuhUc xvhool cnroltmcfitf /.07;?.-7.}; SohooU 

1.000 or more - 5 

500 to l.OOO 20 

.100 to noo _ 38 

200to3(K».. _ 40 

' too to 200 m 

0 to 100 70 



Toinl 26? 

tm-iVH pubtio HVhnol (liatrirf cnroHwmf: School districtn 

1.00 to 200 . _ - 8 

200to300_ . 2fi 

:iooto50o too 

jiOOto 750 _ . 100 

?n0 to 1.000 ^ 77 

l.OOO to 1.500_ 51 

l.oOO to 2.000 . 27 

2.000 to .1000 81 

,1.000 up .- 20 

Total - 461 

only ? school districts: have ati cnrollmtMit above 10.000. 
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CHART NO. 8 

COMPARISON BY PERCtNTAGE OF VALUE FOR USDA COMMODITIES 



Commodity 



1972 73 
vnlui^ 
por unit 



1973-74 
average 

valiip Poiccnlage 
por umi diffcrcnco 



Applesauce No. 40.5 

Apples, sliced No. 36 

Apricois. canned No. 40 

Apples, Iresh No. 40 

Beans, led kidney No. 50 

6eans. red kidney No. 100 

Beans, baby lima No. 50 

Beans, groat northern No. 50.... 

Beans, dry pea No. 100 

Beans, dry pea No. 50 

Beans, crden canned No. 38 

Boans, frozen No. 30 

Beans, dty pinto No. 50 

Beans, dry pinto No. 100 

Beef, grouiuljfrozen No. 65 

Butler, print No. 32 

BuHer. print No 30 

Buttor, piinl No. 36 

Beef, patties trozen No. 30...... 

Beef, In natural juice No. 43.5. . . 
Cheese, natural clieddar No. 42.. 
Clieese. processed No. 30. 



Ctierries. red bitted No. 40. 
Corn, canned ho. 39.75, 



CotnmeaL yellow No. 50 

Chicken, frozen No. 30 

Corn, canned No. 24 

Grantierries, fresh No. 28 

Cranberry SaucA No. 44.2.... 

Eggs, dried No. IS 

Floui, all purpose No. SO 

Fruit cocktail No. 41.4 

Crapefruil sections Mo. 37.5.. 

Grapefruit juice No. 40 

Grape juice No. 3R.6.... 

He ley. processed No. 30 

Moat, luncltoon No. 45 

Milk, dry No. 54 

Margarine No. 30 

Oats» foiled No. 36 

Olives, rinc No. 19.5 

Orange juice, frozen No. 30 . . . 

Teaches, canned No. 40 

Peanut bultdr No. 41.25 

Pears, canned No. 40 

Peas, green No. 40.. 

Plums, purple No. 41.4 

Paas. dry split No. SO 

Peanut bulidf Mo. 48.. 

Pineappl<i. canned No. 41.4. 
Pears, frosti d'AnJou No. 45. . 
Potatoes, Ft«nct\ fries No. 30. 



Potatoes, dehydrated No. 15. 

Poas. cannetl Mo.j^4 

Poultry, daf^ft^d boned Ho. 43.5 

I?aisins No. 43* 

Rico No. 50 

Salad oil No. 40.2. 

Sliortenitig vegetable oil No. 30 

Sweet potatoes, dehydrated No. 23.2S 

Sweet potatodSt ^yiup No. 33.25 

TomaioeiiCdni^edNo. 38.25 

tofflaid» pasto No. 41.62 

turkeys, umti no. 43 

SHoftehIng, vogelablo od No. SO 

mm, rolled ffo. 36 

frankfurters (71 cents per pound).... 



6.88 
9. 36 
11.20 
6.00 
9.00 

I7.no 

11.00 
10.00 
20.00 
to. 00 
6.84 
6.92 
8. 50 
16.41 
46, 75 
27. 20 
25.50 
30.60 
30.00 
46.55 
33.18 
24. 00 
10.24 
6. 30 
6.00 
11. 10 
4.34 
5.95 



17.64 
4.50 
7.85 
12.00 
4.70 
8.8it 
16.16 
36.00 
32.40 
4.08 
7.92 
14.83 
12.00 
9.20 
17.74 
10.00 
6.55 
7.07 
7.50 
20.64 
9.95 
7. 75 
6.00 
7.50 
S.il 
45.24 

2«.en 

9.00 
13.86 
12.9b 
17.90 

7.65 

7.91 
10 67 
IS 92 
11,50 

8.64 



10. 59 
15. 00 
12.07 
9. 55 
24,80 
46.64 
21.43 
24.45 
61.03 
31.10 
7.44 
8. 73 
21.00 
42. 33 
58. 30 
28.48 
26.70 
32.04 
36.38 
60.95 
51.38 
33.18 
18.68 
7.30 
7.02 
11.70 
5. 50 
7.75 
10.67 , 
38. 35 
7. 36 
11.47 
10.95 
6.05 
11.93 
25.15 
44. 70 
41.07 
11.55 
6.95 
19.02 
11.98 
10.12 
26.00 
11.90 
8.00 
9. 58 
27.90 
30. 24 
11.15 
10.80 
14.20 
7.i0 
0.32 
83.37 
31.68 
24.08 
25. 32 
23.61 
24.79 
12.53 
8.S2 
1123 
28.81 
21. id 
18.80 
28.40 . 



54 

60 
8 

59 
176 
124 

95 
145 
205 
211 
9 

,15 

158 
25 
6 
S 
5 

21 
31 
55 
38 
82 
IS 
17 
5 
27 
30 



117 
64 
46 

-9 
29 
34 

\t 

132 
-12 
28 
0 
10 
47 

•19 
22 
36 

272 
47 
12 
39 

137 
4 

24 
84 
10 
174 
B3 
82 



13 
24 

II 

113 



N6t#! Vdlud pdr utiit wjs compuici obtaining whol^siih prices from iiko whole'.alor^ located in'Des Morh6$ arid 
UklH average of the 3. 
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IOWA. COMMODITIES FOR PUBLIC SCHOOLS 



Lunches Commodity 

Cash in and value per 

Commodity lieu o I Total breakfasts lunclj 

Scliool >ear value shoittall commodities served (cents) 

,970.71 $6.0a9.3ei |6.089,3Gt 07.820,173 8.98 

ii G 783 801 6.738.801 70.49t.257 9,63 

Wjl'M Imlm $1,137,232 0.175.820 70,364.883 8.?8 

{973:7^ ^^f^^^^^ 

CliJirl. No. 1) 

Iowa, student lunch tiViav rrnf.s^ 

Fobniary 1971 rtvi»ra«o lunch i»rlcu.. . t^'f^ 

School yaw 19?J~Ta avi^rago luiM'h \)vWv o*. iJ^ 

Increase - Jai*] 

Incmi.so -. ---- " 

istuiknt lunch urUc Sumber of iH>iti-ii'tM XumHr of huUilinos 

30 ^ 

Sr> i^tl 251 

50 ^^'^ 
Notk: ah Htiuloni luiieli prlpus an> not yluiwii such ti^ 'M r<*ntp. oto.— jiiKt those most 
ty 111 en I. 

Chaii'inan rKUivix.s. It is my imdorstaiulinj; that the DopurliiKMit of 
Agriculture purchases I'ootl iteuis directly from u at jor processors for 
the school linu'h prograui. These purchases have iucludecf, for cxatiiple, 
canned fruitw and veaotablorf. poultry items and jrroiuul beef. School 
hiuch pro^mims, on the other hand. i)urchase i)riiuarily from institit- 
tionai wholeBulers. in rmtil areas they are very likely to purchase their 
food supplies iVom reta'ders. 

J)(> vou have aiiv idea ol* the i)rii*e ditlereutial l)ctweeii (he processor 
leveK the \vhol(\sa(e leveh and the ivtail level for tlie fooii Items I have 
mentioned? , . 

Mi\ (\\ueKvrr.u. Mr. ('luiirman, I have tried to }iet some of those 
figures because 1 anticipated this ijuestion. The diUlouUy is this. Ill 
obtaininjr it, for example, if the .a'(»vermiieiit purchases fj:round beej\ 
which is excellent in (piality and may be h'ss 2U |)ercent ftit, tliey may 
puivhiise it Tor !)2 eentSi whlcli we did. . 

We a.^ked several sdiools what thev had to pay for it. Some iiulicated 
thev luui paid n\on\ some indicated they had paid siighrly less. The 
dillicidtv is in comparing)* like items. Kor example, if they say they aiii 
^cl if fi)r 71 conts^ it may have more fat or some textured vegetable 
protein In it. So it is mo.st'dillieult to compare a similar item. 

huriiii^ my years of experience we have worked long and hard to 
get awav fruni the h-malh»r districts paying Uic ohi cdst plus 10 per^ 
rvwl, Ui Iowa, For exami)le, we have hM districts and schools. 
Only Si»V(^n of our districts have an enroHnioiit ol! over 10,000 pujuls 
auil* if \\v w'vw toconsiihu* Minnesota. Soiitli hakota, Njirth Dakota* 
t'tah, Idahr), some of tho-c are in ihe sanu* sitiialinii so far as having 
numtMOUH small -^rhooh. 

diairmaii lN-iu<(ss. Thank yon very mucli. 

Stw Quie. 

Stw Qvw,. Thank you, Mr. (;hairi).tin. 
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What do you v'unv pmvliu.so nt Imh*!' Id /uonii to your school ? 
M\\ OxuvKsrwiu I yoiii' i)aixl()!i i 

M\\ Quikj Tho, rccoivt i)iire,haS(? ol' beef t\\xi will bo iiiado available, 
Nvhar does that mean to youi* schools as hv as the value? 
. Mr. (\\iMM:N iT.H. V(|iialod t his as if wi\ are. to receive about the 
samo. number ol pounds oT ground bee I" that we did during this school 
year. The previous school vear we iveeived no fjfrnimd beef, this year 
about a lO-dny supply and* as wo ecpiah^ ihe 50 n\iUion pomuls that 
tlic $if) tnillioii may purchase, that would mean about 10 ilays' supply 
of 2 ouuce^s of cooked weight foi' each child. 

Mr. QdiFm When do you expect lo receive it? 

Mi\ C.WiVKsrm. AVe ' are vi^ry liopol'ul and pleased that they started 
out to buy it. Tlie rinuor has it that one of the first purehases has been 
made and deliveries inifrht start on flnly 7. 

Well. ty))icallv nujsl of the meat items arc received in the. second 
seincs^M'. 1 reca h that, yon were a fui'mer board member. 'JVpically 
we 'roHve the meals in the serond s(Mn(^^ter. This would switch Miis 
arouiul aiul .wt some of the meats there, the red meat at the begiiiniuj': 
of the seh(K)l year. .So, w(» are \".M'y hopeful that the deliN'cries will be 
in July and August, ready for when scliool starts, 

I am siiiv Ihe committee recalls the dillu'iilty some of the schools ex- 
perieneed lust year with the nonavailability of certain school items, 
l)Ut it all woi'lced out. 

Mr. QriK. 1)0 you have any siiininer feeding {jrograms? 

M\\ (\\inM;NTi:u. W(* do have summer feeding proirrnnis and wc do 
administ(»r it. I didn't read into the record the problem that wo are 
experiencing there and the TSDA. is awar(» of it. 

We have been trying for several years to find out from the I'SDA 
(»xa(*tly how much of this amount they appropriate from Federal 
funds, \e.\t year PJ^H) million is proposed. W(» have tried to get break* 
downs to alloc!it(» and distrihiite th(w» commodities to each participat- 
ing school in the siimmei' programs on a fair and eciuitable hnH\^» If 
t he schooTs budgeted amoiini should Ih* 7 cents, we sliould know this. 
If it is .*1 cents for brt^akfast, we should know that so when wo receive 
the^e commodil i(»s we can make c(M'( ain the schools get the comniodities. 

If we doirt, we will do what c^•ery other school sup(»rinteiident does. 
They will conu* in and say are we getting our fair share? Conse- 
(|Uently the amounts T am aboiij to read ni'e not presented as exact 
budget tigiires. They are the latest figures that have been presented at 
this'time that I know of. 

TheV.sn.V estimated t billion lunches at 7 cents, which is$:28()nrih 
lion: an esliuiated •J.')7 million br(*akfasts at Ji^S;2r)().000: and an esti- 
mated Wi) niillion meals in special food programs for children at 
$ljr)0.()()(i, I obtained this by suljtracting the other two. t'siug tlie 
first two ligur(»s I gave, tlu* "Cents for the lunch progi*am and ?) cents 
for the breakfast pi'ograin. Ilu* s|)ecial foods s(M'vice programSj the 
summer program you mcntionerl ;ind the year-round program are 
g<nng to g(»t hss than f)nedialf of 1 cent worth of commodities* 

This ol)servation is ollered that if these day cent(»rs. settlefueut 
lioiL'Stes and the like participating in that si)ecial food progt*aui arc 
receiving only about onedialf cent worth of cramnodilies, their ihmti* 
cial situation is going to be far more shaky than ever. 
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Ml*. QtJiK. Buck to Hio nnestion of the bcof , if it docs bocaino avail - 
able tlio 7th of July, woiilA iiny go in the summer or would it all go in 

the fall? ' * . \r P.i 

Mr. Caupiikthu. It would be diflicult by that tnne. Many ot these 

program^^ would Imve started by June, some will be closing and so on. 

After we recoive theni, it is about nnothcr 10 or 15 days before they 

are deliviMvd. so that i)uts it into August when most are closing. 
I am sorry I didu*t answer your question specifically that you 

wanted to know. ^ , n i. mi •! 

Mr. QuiK. Sinre most i.s made available for fall feedmg, will it 
likelv be fed up riuht after the school year, say the first 10 days of 
school? Would it be M up or carried along a way so it would be 
added into tlie menu from tiuie to time ? 

Mr. Caupknm'KU. Added into tho memi from time to time because of 
tlie variety that is needed. I am sure you are aware tliis will not till be 
used for bamburgers or beefburgei's' It will be spread over a louger 
period than 10 days. 

^^!^ QiiiK. If no more were purchased, it would be used up in the 
first scinesti'r of t.lie school year ? 

^[r. Cakkkxtku. Ye.s, easily. The schools and service institutions 
will ivave to buy a great amount more than this. 

Mr. Qrii:. Xow I his is kept in freezers, is that correct? 

'^^r. rAUiM-N-rKn. Yes. 

ytv, Oi'fr.. rntil it is ready to go? 

Nf r. f \\KVKNTKn. Yes. , , , 

Afv QrtK. Who pavs for the cost of storage between the tune it is 
deirvorod from the Ff^DA ? 

CAT?iM'.XTKn. A fter it is delivered by the T 'SDA to tlie State and 
we do not \\(\yo ?itate warohousen. wc negotiate a rontr.ict. Once it 
arrives in tlio wMivhoiiso, tluue is a nominal fee until it is delivered to 
the scIiodI l)tiildini»': a nrimiiial fee which covers storage, warehousing 
iu ntul ou( nud the like. 

\\v, OrTK. Who pavs for that? 

Nf r. rAuiMivrKii. The school system. 

>f r. Qtni:. 'I'hanlc you. Mr. Chairman. 

Cliaii'man Pmrkin'«. Our next witness is Mr.^. ^^ary S. Dillard. 
scV.ool lunch director. High Point City Schools. High Point. N'.C. 

STATEMENT OF MARY S. PTLIARB. SCHOOL ttJNCH DlSEC-^t. 
HIGH POINT CITY SCHOOIS. HIGH POINT. N.C. 

M rs. Dii i.Aiii). 1 am Marv hillnrd. Direrlor of School Food .Services. 
Hitfb 1 V)int City Schools. High iMint. N.O. 

1 np))ro('iaie the opportunity to appear before this honorable com- 
iiiiltco t(^ oflVr my comments in support of the efforts to retain cofn- 
modity fdonat?d') foods to the National School Lunch program by 
secnriiiLn'^^'-^J^'^ii'^' 'd" H.K. 

1 fcrl l)ctray(»d. sold for ;!() pieces of silver. The ^vsn'rot*' offered by 
\h\ SViitter can only be construed as a Jiidns kiss. In tlie beginning 
the farm sur))lusos \V(M'e a yoke to its liovcrning agency and school 
lutich support was ))orn. Not to really luiild a sound vehicle for de- 
veloping tlie healthiest children in the'world. but as an afterthought— 
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a (lumping ground. From these morsels (including, believe it or not, 
ripe olives) a ffiant grew with veal purpose and real integrity. 

The school lunch program has grown steadily, slowly, agonizingly 
despite many odds. And now the shoo is on the other foot. School 
hinch needs the Aj^riouUni'o Depailment. The surplus today is chil- 
di'en—yours and m\m. Amevieau childivn, blaeU, white, red, and yel- 
low. Tl\ey are beautiful. They are our hope, the reason foi* it all. They 
deserve'the best wt. have. Not just the poor child oi* the rich child, but 
all children must equally shave in the glory of health or all else we 
plan for them is nothing. 

Let's consider priorities. It is difficult to justify priorities of a j?ov- 
crnmcnt that subsidizes aircraft building, railroads and the afjjricul- 
ture industry when they needed it, not to mention vast funding of 
cost overruns on practicalljr every defense venture, only to deny flour 
for bread to feed the Nation's children. School lunch is not being 
allowed an overrun or enough to stay even, but«a cutback in the face of 
mounting costs. School lunch is not perfect, but we have come a long 
way. 

The massive investment of State and local finances to build facilities 
geai'ed to handle coinmodities, in fact built around them, should not 
and must not be ab.indoned because of the whim (they call it "strat- 
egy") of our erstwhile benefactors. 

it is very simple, gentlemen. If the commodity program is termi- 
nated, it will be the beginning of the end for the school lunch. Money 
in lieu of commodities is just a sugar-coated pill* The expertise of 
tJSDA is such that that not one of our local systems can come close 
to matching their buying power and volume. 

In North Carolina more : ' ^n 80 percent of the school children 
participate in the program, of ^ch more than 45 percent are free 
or reduced meals. The North Carolina Board of Education and the 
State Superintendent of Public Instruction support school food serv- 
icos as an integral part of education, and the State legislators provide 
$2.5 million annually plus the cost of State administration to con- 
tinue the iprogram. School lunch is indeed a way of life in North 
Carolina. In fact, every school exce?^ one, a small school on isolated 
Okrocqke Island, has food Service. The children on Okrocokd fortu- 
nately live close enough to walk home. 

Consider, as a fair comparison, that North Carolina is a typical 
State. We have a thriving urban area in the center of the State, but 
the far east and the far w*est are rural, isolated areas. Our urban areas 
have developed sound centralized systems. Our pmchasing is quite 
sophisticatea, but the isolated areas do not have the opportunity to 
sectire good buys or best buys. Their need is the greatest and their 
tesources the least It is my cotiviction that there are many move areas 
in this groat country like* tlie kttqr. 

We don^t have funds to secure Federal inspection to secure consistent 
(juality and wholosomeness. Indeed, I am proud of the quality and 
goodness of the many commodities upon which we now depend. 

In my local unit we have experienced all the increases-— fpodi labor, 
energy and miscellaneotis costs. How have we coped with this? We are 
training and retraining our w^orkers* Ten vearg ago we had 135 workef § 
serving 6000 children; today wc have 95 workers serving 7,600 ehil* 
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dren. We bake 95 percent of our breads and desserts. We prepare meals 
not only for the school program, butulso for : Developmental day care 
programs, Head Start, day care for handicapped children, meals for 
the elderl^, and summer nutritional programs. 

And this approach is spreading to the advantage of alL I have a 
special satisfaction (call it hope) in being able to supply lunches for 
these programs in our city for we are teaching children long before 
they reach school a^e to oat (and they ideally are) the foods that caii 
best develop their minds and bodies. 

Well, WB have reached another consideration— teaching nutrition. 
Cut our support? We need more. We must not only offer a balanced 
diet, we must concentrate on teaching the children to eat it. We need 
a ground swell of determined efforts to produce the healthiest Nation 
on earth. The dividends are guaranteed — in production, in lower medi- 
care and medicaid costs, in the quality of life for all. 

We believe. We pledge our continued dedication to a better way 
and a better life throu^i better nutrition. Tell Mr. Yeutter we will 
take the carrots (real ones) and the peas and the flour and all the rest, 
and >ye will not be bought for 30 pieces of silver. 

This testimony represents the thinking of my own person and the 
State Food Service Association of North Carolina. 

[Copy of .TniuKiry 25, 1971, momo from U.S.D.A. Associate Secre- 
tary Clayton Yeutter to Agriculture Secretary Earl L. Bntz referred 
to follows;] 



To : Secretary BiUss. 
Subject : Commodity Procurement. 

General Background: 

1. Pnrohnsiiig is hnndlcd by: (1) AMS under the Section 82 surplus removal 
pro^crain. wltli distribution by FNS to both family and child nutrition (school 
luncli and brealifast) programs; (2) AMS under Section C. which is not limited 
to surplus removal, with distribution by FNS only to child nutrition programs; 
and (3) ASCS under Sortion 416 for pri(^e support purchases, with distributipii 
under PL. 480 and other foreign distribution programSi and also by FNS to 
both family and child nutrition recipients. 

2. There is soUie additional distribution to (1) institutions, pritnarily chafi- 
tanlo entities; and (2) specialized groups such as pregnant and lactnting women 
and stimll children: as well as distribution in emergencies, such as floods. 

3. A ppeiimlnary evaluation by Hr. Paarlberg*s staff indicates that benefits to 
produoors from our surplus removal efforts have not been great. The eltception 
i« In some of the specialty crops, primarily in California and Florida, where 
elimination of the program would be strongly opposed, 

4. A possible alternative to these programs, if and when surpluses develop lii 
fiitnre years, would be a voucher system. Tliere is some precedetit for this; In 
essence, food stamps are vouchers, though they need not be used for speciflo 
foods. And we are now using vouchers, applicable only to certain specified foodSi 
in two of our supplemental feeding programs (e.g., WIC). But the ramlflcationa 
of tho much broador use onvislonod hero have not yet boon researched. 

8. AMS, FN?i and sonie of Assistant Secretary Wright's start have developed 
a study proposal which would encompass the voucher alternative and a fiumoef 
of othcf aspects of this program. This proposal is being held In abeyance J>^nd* 
itig our immediate pnllny decisions. 

6. Senator MeOovern and a nurnbor of other Itbefals in that body, fepfes^nting 
both parties* have just introduced legislation that would require us to tttaintala 
all owt commodity procurement programs at no less than pre.«ent levels* 

7. The school feeding lobby is strongly opposed to tefmlnatlon of comtnodity 
'pfocufoment for child hutfition, The pHmary reason is that they t^ish to avoid 



Department op Auriculturb, 

Office op the Secretauy. 
Washififfton, D.C., January 25, 1974. 
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transfer of the child nutrition programs to HEJW. They believe that if they can 
keep a USDA procurement program going, this will strengthen their hand in 
resisting a transfer of the distribution system (FNS). 

8. We will phase out most of the family procurement programs by June 30 of 
this year, as reciulred by the 1973 Farm Bill. Exceptions will be: i^uerto Ri«o, 
perhaps a few counties in the U.S., and iKJrliaps the Indian reservations. It will 
tal<e most of FY 75 to get the "exceptions'' on food stamps. 

We have one supplemental feeding program which involves commodities; this 
too will continue In FY 75, but probably could be phased into WIO— a voucher 
program— in FY 76. 

Thus, the only remaining commodity programs in FY 76, i.e., on July 1, 1975, 
would be (1) child nutrition; (2) institutions; and (8) P.L. 480 and other foreign 
distribution. 

Recotntmndationa : 

1. All out opposition to the McGovern legislatlonJlf it should pas?, we*il be in 
the commodity procurcmen;, business forever. 

2. A gradual phase down (and hopefully phase out) of existing procurement 
and distribution programs during FY 75. As discussed above, this is already 
planneil for the family programs, and can easily be done in the supplemental 
programs. Distribution to institutions should be phased down as much as possible, 
tlioreby minimizing the flak that will be received if and when complete termina- 
tion takes place, i.e., on June 80, 1975. Distribution to the schools should be 
reduced dramatically, and the shortfall replaced by cash, as is already permitted 
by law. Tills too will reduce the shock If distribution Ir completely terminated on 
June 30, 1975. It probably is too early to determine whether foreign distribution 
can also bo terminated at that time. 

3. An objective of complete termination and disbanding of these programs on 
Juno 30. 1975. This can be done by administrative action, if the pending McGovern 
and similar legislation can be forestalled. 

There will be some difficulty In terminating help to Institutions, but this can 
be overcome. The much more difficult battle will be with the child nutrition lobby. 
Our Jitratcgy should be to : (1) convince thorn that they will be hurt little, if any, 
by a changeover from commodities to cash ; and (2) provide an adequate carrot in 
tlio form of cash to at least diminish their opposition, 

Foreign distribution should also be evaluated at that time. 

4. In the Interim, the voucher alternative for surplus removal should be cnre- 
fiilly studied and readied for implementation if needed. Otherwise, we're liable 
to be forced back into the commodity procurement business if and n hen surpluses 
develop. The Section 32 removal authority will still be on th i? books, and the 
Department would probably be forced to use It iiulcsa ^ voucher or some other 
altornativc is available. 

€ JiVVON Yeutteh, 
AiiiiMant Secretary. 

Chairman Pkrictns. Thank you vorj*^ much for excellent sbate- 
mont. 

T)o \ nil havn any questions, Charles ? 
^fr.'T^^ncLT^TB. No. 

rhairmnn Pkhktn's. Thank you very tPueh. 
Our no3ft witness is Mr. Julius Jacolm, 

STATEMENT OP /TllltJS JACOBS, DIJtlCTOB. S^HOOI. ItfNCt 
PROGBAM, NEW YORK CITY BO ABB Of Ei/JCATif'^N 

Mr. Jacous. Mr. Chairman, 1 am very pionn^d to appear before this 
committee to give testimony in suj^port of H.R. 131 fi8, IL t:he belief 
of fclie New York City Roard of Eftucatioiii that it is j>b!?nhitcly neces- 
sary thfit commodities contimte to ho purchased for th( ffehool lunch 
program. The New York City Boai'd of Eduoution re<Tivrd upproxi- 
ntatoly $5.2 million in commodities and oasli dtirin<? fi..-cal year 1972- 
73. e^cpect to receive approximately $5.4 million this year. 
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This Icvol of support to tlio srhool lunch propfmm in New York 
Oity nets out to over 6 conts per lunch. Tn view of t.ho runaway infla- 
tion that wo have been experiencing: with food items lending tlio. way, 
we find it rather distressing that the Federal Government is at hiv>^t 
co!isidorinjr withdrawing this very important commitment to school- 
children of our Nation. 

While the couuriodity profjrani is not perferA, it has over the years 
provided very good quality lood and has in many cases made the dif- 
ference in providing^ a bare minimum lunch and an improved Umch 
for millions of children. 

We have estimated in New York City it would cost us about $1,30 
for enrh $1 of donated commodity made avaihible by TTSDA. We also 
feel the actnal purchase of commodities for th(' school lunch pro;?rain 
is one way of assurinfj we j|:et f ood for the lunch program and that 
because of othei* priorities and other pres?>nres in a place such as New 
York, haviufr cash and no commodities does not assure us that there 
will actually be food made available to children from these funds. 

ironco wo think it would be possible and maybe oven probable that 
tbo i?ni>act upon the quality of "food on the plate" of children would 
1)0 adversely alTected wei'o the commodity profjram withdrawn and re- 
placed by a voucher system for ca.sli only. 

While my comments represent the thinkiufj of the New York Ci<y 
Boar'd of Kdncation. cer^tainly in niv travel.^ and my contact I would 
lilce to think it represents tlu? majority thinking of food service dircc- 
iors and people in larprc urban areas. 

T have some information available in rejrard to tho lunch profjram in 
Now YoT'k Pity and I would l>c very happy to answer any questions 
that you may have. 

Chairman Pctktns. Do you feel that this program should bo ex- 
tended for I or 2 years? 

!Mr. Jacous. Yes. we feel it should he extended. 

Chairman Prtutrx.^;. Mr. Quie. any questions? ^ 

l\fr. QriK. I would like to ask the same questions that I asked Miss 
Martin beforehand regarding additional money. Really what I want 
to find out is if that 7 cents is the optimum figure to which you get com- 
nioditios. Tf the Federal Government was going to increase any share 
of sehool lunches, would you sooner have commodities increased or 
cn?^h for the additional amounts? 

I^fr. JAfons. Tn our particular situation we feel we would benefit 
much frronter if tho commodities were actually purchased and made 
availabh». to us. hopefully early enough during the year so wo could 
])1mu. and hopefully they \vnuld come in such 1 ime as \Vo eould use them 
and take full advantage of them and not have prolonged costs for 
stornire jind this type of thing, M'hich sometimes affects the effects these 
coTnmodities can have on a larire program. 

Mr. Qf TK. Would vou prefer that any of the cash that is now being 
made available be shifted to Oovernment purchasing of commodities 
and distributed lo you rather than giving vou 10 cents in cash in sec- 
tion 4? ' * * * 

i\fr. JACon^. No.^ we sort of feci that the commodity program does 
tw-o thino's. No, 1. it establishes certain levels of quality and. therefore^ 
wo rrni niui at it. But so far as shifting* if T understand your question, 
some fiind^ can be made available imder section 4 and otlier sections. 
tiul I would n*t propose that. 
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Mr. Qmvu You think it is tho optimum mix now ? 

Mr. Jacous. Yes. Tho amount of money wo could bo talking of con- 
ceivably could be such tliat whether the Department is capable of doing 
this could be a question. We would prefer to see that the commodity 
program as it is be coutinued and, us 1 said, hopefully improved to 
the point tliat we could get those commodities that are to be purchased 
and distributed to us at the h-)cal level in siiflicient time that wo could 
use thorn witliin a rensonable period of time and not have these pro- 
longed storage charges. 

Mr. QuiK. You tiiink it is a prett)^ optimum mix now, 7 cents com- 
modities and 10 cents in cash in section 4? Wo w^ill disi*egard for the 
time being the free and reduced cost lunches. Suppose tho generosity 
of the Federal Government should increase. Do you think that sliould 
come in commodities or cash? 

Mr. Jacobs. There agahi, in this sort of ifiish type of answer, if tJie 
Department could purciiase these things and make them tivaihiblo to 
us, we would Imnefit more than the cash. 

Mr. QuiK. If they can't buy them, you get tlie cash. 
JMr. Jacous. As I said in my statement, in our particular case in 
New Vorli rity. l^ociUKst* of coitaln cost factors, it cuds up costing us 
nuich more for tlie sanuj. In other words, a dollar amount of commodi- 
ties disti'ibnted to us at USUA's total cost. Our figures indicate those 
same items, if we purcluised thorn through our wholesale distributors 
and \v.hat-havc-you, have at least for this past year cost us on an av- 
erajre of It would nppear we are ahead of the game if the De- 

partment purchases the commodities and nmkes thorn available to lis. 

Mr. Qi iM. Your ^{ruros Jive witli Georgia:?, that it would cost you 
1 1 cents to get w^hat 7 cents is now buying in commodities. 

Mr. Jacobs. I guess it would be pretty close. We are saying about 
30 percent more. Iguess it is somewhere in that range. 

Mr* QuiE. Do you do volume buying? I mean, you are n pretty big 
jurisdiction in the city of Now York. 

Mr. Jacohs. Yas, we do. In a year wo buy $38 to $40 million worth 
of foodstuffs for our program. We are serving some 90 or 91 million 
meals. Ours is a veiy large oi^eration in itself. So we do buy in volume. 

Mr. QtTtE. When ^you say you buy, how big of an ai^ca does this 
cover? New York City is a problem because it has all those counties. 

Mr. Jacobs. This covers all five boroughs, about 1,300 school loca- 
tions, about one-half million meals a day that we support. 

Mr. QuiE. If you ai^e buying in that volume, why is it that you don't 
have more of a savings than Georgia where they would have to buy 
for each school district? You must bo the size of the whole State of 
Oeorgiai 

Mr. Jacobs. We have co.sts in Now York City that are probably dif* 
fercnt from a lot of other places. A large portion of that cost is in 
distribution. We fmd because of our si:<e it is necessary to break ouf 
orders down to many vendors in order to get service, f think you can 
voalm the doTuand. if w*e were to city wide serve, let s say, hamnurgers 
in all locations on 1 da^y. one4ialf million servings there, about one^ 
fourth million pounds, it would croat an absolutely impossible service 
delivery by any one vendor, regardless of how large he is. 

In .some cases this doesn^t give us the price bi*eak increment but in 
some cases It could work to neutral l;^e this large buying power because 
or the number of locations wo have to deliver to. 
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Mr. QuiR. You have a luRlier delivery cost also with the 
comiiioditios? , , . xr I 

Mr. Jacohs. Yes, we find that in different boroughs of >icw lork, 
for instance in Manhattan, which is very, very congested, your delivei-y 
cost- there would Ik? nhuost 1 V2 ti^^^-s as much as another borough like 
Richmond, which is a semi rural area. 

Wo have those factors common to this particular area, 

Mr. Q.v;ii:. Whow you consider that as a problem then, whether you 
purchase .separately or get commodities, tiiat cost of distribution be- 
comes the .?ame on both, then it is just the volume, since you are not able 
to buy in volume in many cases as the U.S. Department of Agriculture ? 

Mr. Jacous. That is correct. Also, one very imiM)rtant part that is 
tied in with this is that, of course, USDA has national standards and 
has very good specifications in quality control. We in our purcluising 
pwAtv much copv after them. We tliiuk this is a very important factor. 
We think the USDA should continue this involvement in purchasing 
comnKulities and making them available, even though in the price 
break to deliv(»ry point there is a substantial saving, whereas the 
distribution cost in New Yoi'U City would be the same whether we dis- 
tribute commodities donated by USDA or distributing what we 
purchased. 

Mr. QuiK. That beef that will be made available, what percent of 
your total ground beef would this be? . <. . 

]Vf r. Jacoiis. Based on our present volume and frequencies of .s^rvjce 
and hopefullv that we will get our fair share of this $45 million of 
pnrcliasing, tliis conceivably could run another 7 or 8 service days of 
meals, providing we do set it at a time when we ean serve it . 

We would have very nmited use during the summer in that our pro- 
grams drop very dramatically from about 520,000 a day durimr the 
fe2:nlnr school liinch program through the year down to a little less 
tluin 100,000 for the summer activities we have. Therefore, if it were 
made available so we could have it to .start off in September, we could 
make full u?e of it and there again have an absolute minimum amount 
of storage cliarges on what weTiope will be a very large amount. 

Mr. Qrn:. ^^ou said 8 days. Wliat percent of the total would that bo 
if you were to bny? 

M I*. Jac 'ons. T would sav 5 percent. 

Mr. Qmi\ If the TTSDA does such a good job of setting standards in 
buving as thev do, why don^t you piggyback their efforts and buy in 
ma-s amomit.s for the city of 'New York in the same way? You can 
purchase in large volume 'amounts from large packing companies, (he 
san)c as tlie Department of Agriculture. 

ifr. JAPons. One of the things we are doing and are ex iloring is hav- 
inir a imich closer working relationship that we do just that. We are 
doin.fr that on some items anrl we do anticipate to expand that particu- 
lar approach. T would say that the actual purchasiiux of these commodi- 
ties an(l delivcrv to one point is just one of the problems. 

We heliove at least that there could be substantial savings to us m 
onr ovornil purchasing, copving their approach. We have been, and 
plan to extend along that line. We think it is critical that they have 
this continued involvement. If that did not e?cist, each of us would 
be left to our own devices to piwide for standards and this type of 
thiiig. While we believe we have developed some expertise. We believe 
a lot of lesser, smaller systems would iiot have this particular benefit 
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Mr. QuiE. Since it would cost you SO percent more if you wore going 
to buy tho commodities yourself rather than receiving the commodities 
from the Federal CTOVorruuent, if you piggyback their etl'ort, liow mucli 
can you save on the rest of the purchase, say of beef? 

Mr, Jacobs. At tliis time, as I said, we are just exploring this parti- 
puhir thing and the projected savings. We believe, it will at least ap- 
pi'oach 2 to 5 percent of our total food purchasing once we can get a 
definite Irandle on this. 

I would say that because of some of the internal arrangements that 
we are making in New York City because of the decentrali/ation act, 
particularly in the Board of Education, some of our projections for 
specific conuTiodities in the future are somewliat rosti'ained by a deter- 
mination as to how nuiny of the 32 \ocii\ couununity school boards 
may elect, which tlu'y have the right to do, to witlklraw fmm the 
central program and to run their own program. And for the coming 
year, they will have up to and including the first of July to make that 
decision. So some of our phinriing of necessity is a little cautious along 
that line. 

Mr. QuiK. If you can work out the same kind of purchasing arrange- 
ments in a city the size of New York by using USDA standards— 
w^ouldn't there then be a tendency for them to want central purchasing 
. f •'om you the way everybody is coming in and asking central purclias- 
inj? from USDA? 

Mr. Jacoks. I think you arc exactly correct because everyone in the 
food business is trying to do everytliing to stretch their dollar to the 
maximum. This is one approach. If you can buy cheaper from a cen- 
tral soui-ce, we intend to do it. I would agree witli that statement. 

Mr. QuiE. The question is why hasn't that been done a long time ago ? 

Mr. j/xcotjs. I have only been in New York 3 years. Maybe that is the 
reason. AVe are working on it. I would say this, in all lionesty. To a 
rerfcain extent I think there has been mo\^ement in that direction, not 
in everything, but I think there 1ms been movement in tliat direction* 
The detailed planning and projection for a large and complex system 
liko New York obviously takes tremendous time, talent, and staffing, 
and this type of thing that may for one reason or another not be made 
available to them. 

I think that concept and that approach has been at least in the minds 
of a lot of people and ?iow I think we are getting to the point where 
we are implementing it a little more rapidly than in the past. 

Mr. QuiK, I can't understand wh^ large systems and States them- 
scls'os. tlirongh which tliis program is operated, now come in and testi- 
fy th;it the rSDA progi'am hns worked so well, and I think it has, that 
they won't piggyback that and re<;eive those kinds of savings them- 
selves, 

i never renlly looked at it before because we always have, as some of 
the pi^evioiis witnesses have said, had surplus commodities and we 
thought they Nvould go on forever. But now this new day lias come 
and I would think it would cause large communities like yours to look 
at central purchasing. 

Thank you. * 

Clmlrman Pi-iRitiNs. Thank you very much, 
pur next witness is Col, Ellsworth C. Reiss^ coordinator, food dis- 
tribution section, Department of Agriculture, State of Now Jersey*: 
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and tliGU Mr. Janios E. Made, iiianairing director find gc^iieral coimsol, 
Paamit Butter Alanufacturers and Nut Salters Assocaation, AVasli- 
infijton, D.C. ^ 

You mav proceed, Col Rciss. Without objection your statomont \vill 
bo insortod in tlie record at tliis point. AVe will hoar from both Coloucl 
Reiss antl Mr. Muck before (luestioniuRthe witnesses. 

STATEMENT OP COL. ELLSWORTH C. REISS, COORDINATOR, FOOD 
DISTRIBUTION SECTION, DEPARTMENT OP AGRICULTURE, 
STATE OF NEW JERSEY 

Colonel ]?K!5is. Mr. rhairnian. it is a ploasnrc to be liero. 

T strouirly nri^^e the approval of U.lv. |:{|08' with minov but impor- 
tant modi heat ions, which would extend for 2 years the commodity 
distribution i)roirram'. 

My, ChairnuMK at this point I would like to deviate from my formal 
slaloinent and sunimariy-o as T sjfo through. 

(Mialrman Pi:i:kins. Go ahead. AA'iihout objection your statement 
will be in:-?ertod in the record. 

('<>lo]iel liKif^s. Several months ago I was sliocked and outrajved to 
di.^coviM- that the T^S. Department of Afrriculttire favors the terndna- 
tioti of the prvsont proiiram effective June 30, 1074. This is one of the 
most M.^eful and pojinlar proii'rams ^^ponsored by the Federal Gov- 
ernment, so it is imperative to extend the prosenr system. 

As indicated on the cover sheet of my statement, I rejjresont 14 
Xorfhern States as president of tlie XorMieast Arcji Connnodily pisfri- 
i)ution Association. I am also the coordinator for food commodities in 
tlie State of Xew Jersey under the direction of Phillip Alampi, Secrc- 
tnry of the Xew Jersey Department of Ajjriculturc. I might mention 
he was present here this morninrr. 

T am also speakini; on behalf of the Southeast Area Conmodity Dts- 
tribtition .Assocatio'n comprising Alabama, Florida, Georjria, Ken- 
tuckv, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina and Tennessee. 

T must also mention T am speaklnpf in behalf of 2V2 million Boy 
Sco!its, who are major users of food commodities during summer 
eneampments. 

On pajTos 2 and 3 of my statement, with exhibits 1 and 2, 1 nienf ion 
T^SDA btidfret fifrures inVolvinj? commodities for schools and institi^ 
tlons. As vou can determine, the funds for school programs went from 
SfJOTn million in fiscal year 1905 to $1.88 billion in 19t4. However, the 
dollars In food commodities i»emain almost stagnant. Thi.s also applies 
to Institutions. 

Tn the Perkins bllh IT.R. 13168. it is stated, "For donation to mam- 
tairi the annual program level of a.ssistance for .schools.'' Gentlemen^ 
how can this level be maintained when the budget is being reduced for 
srhools in the amount of $23.7 million less than fiscal year \0?4 and 
institutions are being reduced $2.3 inillion les^ than fiscal 19?4? This 
does not take Into consideration a minimum 12-percent increase in the 
costof living for fiscal year 1075. 

To fnaintain the proper level the budget should read $351.3 million 
for schools and ^^21.1 million for Institutions* 

At this point T would like to recommend minor changOB that should 
l>e made in H.R. 13168. Page 1^ line 10, the word "may.^' 1 am afraid 
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tho U.S. Dcpartmont of Agriculture would ])lay with this word and 
wo would uot rocoivo (loviMUuupnt conunoditios. Therefore it sliould 
read "shall" or "will." 

Page 2, lines 8, 9, and 10, which reads "for schools, domestic relief, 
distribution, and otlier domestic assistance programs." That should be 
clmngod to read "schools, institutions, Indian reservations not request- 
ing a food stamp program, supplemental feetlin^" — this does not in- 
clude the WIC pit)gram and disaster relief distribution. This is very 
similar to Congressman Robert Roe's bill, II.R. 13994 of April 1974. 

Gentlemen, api^roximately 94 percent of the food commodities in 
dollar value goes into the school program and the i^cmaining 6 jiercent 
goi»s to institutional-type programs. The Institutional amount is very 
small, but very important, and therefore it should bo inchided in the 
Perkins bill. It is the opinion of some of the legislators that many 
eligible recipient agencies do not want the raw commodities because 
they are dimcult to handle in the kitchen. This is not a true opinion 
today. 

Refer to pages 3, 4, and 5 of my statement and you can determine 
times have changed. State governments have entered into food process- 
ing agreements and have clone an excellent job in processing raw food 
commodities into a mom useful end product that is highly nutritional 
and acceptable. Many additional dollars are saved through the ex- 
amples given^ 

I would like at this time to turn to page 3 which involves dmum 
wheat flour. Many yeai's ago the city of Philadelphia processed bread 
flour into macaroni and spaghetti. It was an inferior product for pasta 
products. However, it was nutritionally accepted in the school lunch 
programs. Approximately 3 veai^ ago the U.S. Department of Agri- 
culture purchased durum wheat flour and made it available to the 
States. Today many States utilize the duruni wheat flour for the proc- 
essing of macaroni, spaghetti, and shells. The pasta products are 
highly nutritious and are "high" on acceptability. 

The State of New Jersey will use approximately 2 million pounds 
of dunmi wlieat flour this current fiscal year. A contract was awarded, 
through formal advertising (bid system), to a processor in Pennsyl- 
vania. The Government flour was shipped directly from USDA pur- 
chasing sources to the processor. It is then processed, packaged, and 
shipped to Xew Jersey. Through a central warehouse system it is 
then distributed to 1,000 recipient agencies, including institutions 
and summer camps, supporting approximately 680,000 individuals. 
Tlie ])?'ocessing costs nre passed on to the recipient affOucies; however/ 
they benefit by enjoying lower cost^s amounting to $500,000. The cost 
tc the recipient agency is $1.60 for 20 pounds of the pasta product. 

On the wholesale market they would pay about 88 to 40 cents per 
|X)und. I might add that retail prices are in the vicinity of 48 to 55 
cents |)er pound. 

I will mention soybean oih which goes into the finished product of 
mayonnaise, is simitar to tilie bidding on pasta products, resulting in a 
hal ^milHon dollars in savings to recipient agencies. 

In the Northeostcrn States the food commodity program is reach- 
ing 5 million schoolchildren^ a half-million individuals in institu- 
tions— inchiding the elderly under the Older Americans Act, which 
get one hot meal a day 5 days a week— and gentlemen, in the Older 
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Auicricnus Act l.ill pusseil l.y Conjrwaii it staled tiiPrpin llmt Ciovcrii- 
iiu'iit coniniotlitii>s could be utili/od. Also nvo aiv, rt>iiclim}r a litMo loss 
Miai. oiK-liall" million Boy Scouts, (Jii-1 S.-outs, undoi-privdofred clnl- 
dmi, and so forth in suininer camps. , 

The U.S. Departmont of Aj,'ricultui'C NViuits to dump tlu; lood conv 
moditv |)roL'nim that, has Iuhmi of gw-.it vahu' to luillions oi individmils 
across thu Nation. Thcfc is indication that the As.sist.ant S.>cTotary ot 
Agi-icultm-o Clayton Youttcr will do all in his power to end tiic tmd 

. commoditv programs. . . , x i • r * i an 

First tluMv will be a cutback \n tmuls. as I have indicated. . I ho 
second sti'p would bo not utiiiziiif? the funds to purchase commodities 
rt«-nltin" in a cash (low to schools. Tustitntions will bo dropped com- 
olctolv with no cash flow. T,he cash flow of 7 cents [lor moal could 
disai)i)wir when there is no base such as a food commodity base. ^ 

Ki'member, if there is a cash flow to schools in lieu of coiumfKlitics, 
the vohuuo buyin^j pow(>r that was enjoyed in the past will be lost, 
ludivitlual recipient aj^encies or an individual State cannot duplicate 
thcsavinjis that TSD.Y has realized in volume purchasing. 

(lentlemcn. to maintain the program at this year's level you inust 
consider that the increases in food co.=:ts can bring the appropriation 
ill dollar value up to the projected costs. Wc in a commodity program 
in the Northeast and Southeast I'oin together to fight the present ad- 
ministration in rSDA to continue the food commodity programs for 
Hcliools, institutions, summer eaiups, and in support of disasters and 

related programs. . ,r r^i * 

\t this point I would like to refer to my comments on Mr. Ciavton 
Yeuttei's statement before the Senate Subcommittee on Agriculture 
Research and (leneral Legislative Subcommittee on March 2T, 10(4. 
Vou can <lctormine that his comments iire not true or sound comments, 
rt will be danooious to our population if the food commodity program 
is dropped and there is no on-going program that will meet oiir needs. 

I coii'M-atulate such Congressmen as you have on your committee 
here niid al-o Congres«iuen Edward Patten and l^)bert Roe from 
X,.\v .IVr.'^cv, lor the ctTort they have taken to help millions of indi- 
viduals across the Xiitiou. Of course, this inclu.les Senator McGovern 
iu the .Somite and Gov. Brendan Byrne from the State of New Jersey. 

For the record I would like to submit a. report by the^li.h. News & 
World lleport of April 15, 1!)T4, titled "Shaping Up : A 'Grave Ihroat' 
to .School r.unchcs." „ , • . i • 

Chairman Pkukins. Without objection it will be inserted in the 

record. 

[Article follows:] 

(U.S. News & World Uoporl. April 15. ll)7-l) 

Sn.M'INO Vr A "OUAVK TllUKAT" TO .SCIIOOI. LUNCIIKS 

Tiio cheap bat noarl><tiln« luacUt-s sorve.l to millloMs of chltaron In scliooi cafp- 
terln.s have Ions heen a» ac'coi)totl lit'rt of the Ainorlcfttt way of Ufe-I.at that, way 

iSnm^Smie 30. the Dopartment; of Agrlcaltuto will start a "i.hasG-down 
vofif' 01' bavins surplus foods for (llstHl)ation to public spliools. 
* ' That docffi wl 1 end fodoral cohtfol of tlio NntlOhn School Lunch Propam, 
whl 1^ 1 1 mler way in 1040. It will nlso mark ft tiifnabout In the Oovoramenfa 
Jmlfts to fltin nafiof^ tnf sarpUis foods slnco the first piUlelines fof c^muiodlty 
buytftg were set up In 1088. 
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'I'liO misoti, aciH»nliug to Adtiiitiisrt'atiun sixikesniun, is simple: Surpiiis food is 
giMVlns scarce. 

Wlu.t tills is* likely to mean is adil<M.| headnchos and po^^slbly rising btul^ets for 
sehool hvliiiitilstrators a(*ros8 iUa uountry. Protests already are piuiring into the 
natiturs capital. 

.1 chatiffini; market. Main points at issno between school antluu'itios and the 
rSDA are tlies(» : 

The eilneaiors rontend that only ilie Fcdi^ral (lovi.»rnnioni, with ndliions to 
.spend on connnodltics in vast ipiantities, has the purchasing power to pn^vido 
lunches at a cost that stndents from |K)orer I'nndlles can afford. 

l^Vderal anthorlties answer that, with the rising worldwide dcMaand for agri- 
cultural products, their leverage to buy in volume at below-nmrket prices is t'ast 
dissolving. 

The recent recm-d .shows this: In 197.'^. surplus food chaniudcd into schools 
fell about 70 ndillon dollars short of tilling lunch-program needs. Tiie IJSDA 
contributed funds to bridge the gap. 

Next year. Agriculture ccononiLstiS .say, the situation could be even worse, 
with the shnrtag(» of basic food ccaumoditics growing more erltit'al. 

Hdward »l. IK'kuian. administrator of the Food and Nutrition Service, told a 
8ea:ifo (oinmiltee coudiu'ting hearings on the school-lunch program: 

"Our clTurts to purcimse foods, even at market levels, are facing stin* compe- 
tition, the result being that soim^tlmes USDA receives no iiids on orders at all." 

Still, there is no inlention to leave the school-lunch program completely In the 
Inrr'h. Assistant Secretary Clayton Vcutler suggested that tlic TSDA hand over 
to Stale lood-imrehaslng olilces all money appropriated for Innclie.s. Last year, 
that would have amounted to \\V\,7 million dollars. 

According to an Agriculture spokesman, this shift in purcha.scs to tlie States 
would have lit tle cflVct on a nandier of schools. 

"Many school districts." he said, "have been buying about SO per cent of their 
eoiamodities locally anyway." 

shovk to .vc7foo/.s\— Hut other districts which lack purchasing and distribution 
.systems aii^ln the words of om* f»lliclal — "alisolutely stniuicd." 

An autliority in the Moutgonu^ry C(auity, Md., sehor)l .system said : 

"We would lose ipiite a ft^w of our .staple items such as butter, lhair. cornmeal. 
Wo wcMild have to buy these locally at inllated prices. Kven if I'SDA gave us 
t\slra money W(» vvouldu't c(»me out even. We dou*t have tlu» purehase leverage 
they do." 

A Virginia State ofllclal noted that the Oovernmcut has already reduced the 
level of Mpeading for the program l*y 23.7 million dollars ami Is sci'kiug to cut it 
further. What schools need, he argued, is a 12 per cent increase. 

A c'tok in one s( hr»ol wrote to a Senator: "I am sure our school-lunch program 
would go down in defeat if the USDA took from us these commodilies that we are 
usiug ill our Miuehes." 

(5 ray Hodges, superintendent of the Beaufort, N.C., county board of etluca- 
tlon. wrote : 

**Ther(» is iio wny we could pnrcha.«<e the same quantity or (luality of i'oods. 
. . . Wiihout the .^llpport of tlu* i:si)A commodity program, our total scliool- 
inucli program will be in jeopardy." 

In Springfield, t^reg.. a food^servlce oHlclal estimated that, if the USDA ceases 
to buy commfXlllie.^. at least 20 of the city's .schools will have to go wltliout a 
lunch progrniM. 

Cut in luiifinif iinirn\--0\\ March 2S. EII::worth Uels.^. president of a food- 
distribution as.soei:itlon representing Hi States ami tiie iJistrlct of Columbia, told 
a Seiinto Agrlcidfure subcommittee: 

"[•lease remember that if there is i\ casli flow to individual sdiools in lieu of 
coiunuulltics. (lie volume buying fmwer they have enjoyed in the past will bo 
gone. Iiulivldual roelpietit agetioies or an Indivldtiai State cannot duplicate the 
savings tliat the tJSDA has realiml in volume purchasing.'* 

Senator Oet)rge Mcnovern (Dcm.), of S^uth Dakota, has Introduced a Idll 
which would extend tlie authority of the tJSDA to buy conunodlties-^even at 
above-parity prlces--for two more years. But Agriculture officials warned that* 
If the Mctrovern measure 1 jcomes laws. '*wo will be in the cominodity-procufe- 
inetit IjtislncHS fru'cver.*' 

Kvcn ny> the USDA pretmrcd for the "pha.se-down yenf/' howe^^fi President 
Nl.N:oti announced, the purchase of 45 niillion dolhtrs' worth of beef to be dls* 
tfibttted as hiimburger to schools. 
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"In a quttnilari/." Tlio action wiia described as a help to ciittloiiien In dlsiwsing 
of a surplus lu beef. However. John 0. Mtdiay. esooutive vice president of tlio 
National Independent Meat Packers Assi"'i(itlon, said It left packers "in a quan- 

*'"[r't!i(j USDA wants "choice" beef, as it has indicated, ho said, "I don t see 
how it could be provided for less than a dollar n pound." This coijld bring further 
pressure toward higlu'r prices in lunchrooins and fandly kitchens. 

Oidnion fuvoring the pbaseout in not unauinious even williin the USUA. Says 
ono of its food-service ollicials: , .„ . , 

•'If tho i;sl)A goes out of the conunodity bu.siness, surpluses will go bogging. 
ThtMo will bo no way to buy or distribute them. Don't forget your distribution 
coutors will be phased out. too. „ *■ •„ 

••Wo'll 1)0 back to killing uninnils again as we did in the 1030s wlien uU this 
got started." 

Colonol Ki'.i.ss. (iciitlomen, T will not so into niy commonts on Oliiy- 
toii Yoiittor bocsuist? it. is part ot tliR record, liowcvor, this morning 
Air. llokintui im'.ntiono,d soniethinfr ubout disasters and I would hka 
to road one part on disasters. This is a statement by Mr. Clayton 
Youttor : 

In the i)ast. food for emergency feeding has been a sideline of ou-going food 
distribtuion proginnis. Today we no longer hnve government food stockpiles and 
massive distribution systems. To the extent that state and local school districts 
conVlnno to nnilntaln Inventories of food, those Inventories should continue to be 
available for disasters. To the extent that they do not meet disaster assistance 
need" we lu the Federal Goveviuaeiit should work within the nation s conuner- 
clal fuod distribution system to develop means to sup;)Iement and complement 
these inventories. 

:^rv comment: Whv should wo destroy a system that has b(!Oii snc- 
ccssful iu supportiiiii many disaster areas duriuf? the past few years? 

Ciiairmau I'KUiaNS. Let me interrupt, please. We must leave very 
soon to answer a quorum call of tiic House, but first wod liko to hoar 
from our ol iier witness. Uv. Mack, if posisible. 

C'olonel Kkiss. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

[Full statement follows:] 

Pnvi'vuKo .Statemext op Col. Eu.8Wortu C. Rkiss, Ret. President Northeast 
AREA Com MoiwTY DisTRinuTioN Association anu Coordinator Food Commodi- 
ties, State of New Jersey 

Mf. Clialrman and Members of the Committee : * 

As KtSt of the Northeast Area Food Distribution Assoc atlon I represent 
the following states: Connecticut, Delaware, District of Colmnbla, Maine. Mary- 
land, Ssachusetts, New Han.pshlre, New .Ter-scy. New York, Pennsylvania, 

"WL^pStSu?^ 

AssocStlon comprising : Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi. North 
Carolina, South Carolina, nnd Tenne.ssee. . . 

Wo ai nreciato this opportunity to discuss tlie Proposed FY 10.5 lood and 
NnStlon Scrv ce Budget of the Uidted States Department of Agriculture per- 
fainln& to Sd Com for Schools and Institutions and also to comment 

aISS'Jis Sd"l" nJ^^^^ you will nnd the FY 1074 and the proposed FY 
107S SVwlg^. II.S. Depar ment of Agriculture for Child Nutrltioii and In- 
stltLloii ProSus. t^^ bo noted that the FY 1075 Budget for the Child Nutrl- 
Hon ProgrS ir$23.7 ndllloi \cHH than In FY 1074. The U.S. Department of 
S?icSSSnonSs indicate a food price IcvpI averaging 12 percent above the 
X vf^n Usltiti the 12 percent a.s n mlnUnum Increase it anu)uiits to $37.6 mil- 
lion Se^oKShe b?,d£ for FY lOtr, should read no less than $351.3 million 

*"Th!s s?tu^uSlo?f.J'St^tho budget m Foo<t Distribution to Institutions. 
The FY I0l^5 lS4t i^^ less than FY 1074. Consljlerlng tho 12 per- 
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cent liicroaso In prlco tiiis aiuoimts to $2.2 million. ITie $2.2 million added to 
last year9 budget amounts to $21.1 nillllun. Thcrcforo, the budget for FY 1075 
should rend no less than .$21.1 million. 

In the Perkins IMll IIK 131C8 line 2 and 3 on page 2 indicates **t.o maintain 
the annually progranuned level of a.sslstance for schools, domestic relief distri- 
bution, and other domestic relief distribution us ai'e authorized by law." To 
actually nmlutaln the annual level of assistance there must be sufficient dollar 
Input Into the food programs. If we get the annual or traditional level In dollars 
aad the food Index Increases It will result In less product.' To overcome the 
budget dcllclt from last year and considering the 12 percent Increase in food 
prices for us to meet our objective the budget for FY 1075 should read as follows : 

miiion 

Commodities to schools ^— ?351.3 

Food Distribution to Institutions 21. 1 

The overall food tfjcpendltures have dotibled since 1005. See Exhibit No. 2 at- 
tached. However, 'the U.fcJ. Department of Agriculture food commodity expendi- 
tures has rcnmlned almost dormant. 

It Is the opinion of some of the legislators that many of the eligible recipient 
agencies do not want the raw commodities because they are dlflicult to handle 
In the kitchen. This Is not an absolute opinion. Over the many years the reci- 
pient agencies have obtained adequate equipment to process these raw nu»- 
terlals. Also during the past three years we have made substantial gains in the 
food processing Held. I will cite some examples : 

a. Durum Wheat IHour— many years ago the City of Philadelphia processed 
bread Hour Into nmcaroni and spaghetti. It was an inferior pro<luct for pasta 
products, however It was nutritionally accepted In the School Lunch Programs, 
Approxlumtely three years ago the U.S. Department of Agriculture purchased 
durum wheat flour and made It available to the states. Today many states utilize 
tho durum wheat flour for the processing of macaroni, spaghetti and shells. The 
pasta products are highly nutritious and are **hlgh" on acceptnblilty. The State 
of New jersey will use approxlumtely two million pounds of durum wheat flour 
this current fiscal year. A contract was awarded, through formal advertising (bid 
system), to a processor In Pennsylvania. Tbe government flour was shipped 
directly from USDA purchasing sources to thfe processor. It Is then processed, 
packaged and shipped to New Jersey. Through a central warehouse .system it is 
then distributed to 1000 recipient agencies. Including Institutions and Summer 
Camps, supporting approximately 680,000 individuals. The processing costs are 
passed on to the recipient agencies, however, they benefit by enjoying lower costs 
amounting to $500,000.00. The cost to the recipient agency Is $1.00 for 20 pounds 
of the pasta product. On the wholesale market they would pay about 38 to 40 
cents per pound. 1 might add that retail prices are In the vicinity of 48 cents per 
pound. , , ^ 

h. Soya Bean Oil— during the past two years many states ordered soya benn oil 
for the processing of mayonnaise. I will use New Jersey again as an example. A 
hid was solicited with an award going to a processor in Maryland. The soya bean 
oil was shipped directly to the processor who produced four-one gallon plastic 
eontnitiers pet* case. The mayonnaise was shipped as ordered to New Jersey* The 
flnal cost to the recipient agency was $5.20 per case. On the wholesale market this 
was priced at $13.50 to $16.50 per case. The recipient agencies will realij^e a sav- 
ings amoutitlng to over $400,000.00. ^ ^ . 

c. Cranberry Sauce--at one time the TJSDA purchased fresh eranbernes for 
distribution to the states. This Item was acceptable but it was ''hard to work 
with" In the kitchen. Today the cranberries are processed at a low cost and dis- 
tributed to schools in No. 10 cans. This item now has longer shelf life and is highly 
acceptable. 

d. Uatiy other Items include : * . . * 
tiread and ftroad Product.s--utili55ing flour and shortening pufchaseil by TJSDA. 

The value of the pufchased items Is stibtfaeted from the lowest bid pHee by the 
processor. 
Pi55?,a plcs-^utlllzlng flour. 

Concentrated orange juice— this is not a raw material, however, for better 
utUiMtioti it is pf oce.vsed into orange popslcles, orange Ice and 4 02. container of 
orange Juice. 

Canned Vegc^tarian Beans f f otn beans. 
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Tiirkoy Uolls fnmi wliolo raw turkoy. 
Cnko Mixes fnnn TSDA Hour. 

With n little lugoiiutty tho raw coinuKMliHes can be processed into uuuiy useful 
end proihU'ts. 

V(Mi rjiu (loterniliH* from the above that the US Department of Agrleultnre ami 
the stntos nn» doluK an exrolleut Job In prncosslUK raw fnml commodities Into a 
more useful end proMuet that Is highly nutrlflonnl. If these raw nuit<»rlnls are 
nut made available by the TS Department of AKi'leulturo all our processing ex- 
l)crleiu'e and saving's to reolpleut aKeuelcs will be lost. 

In ihe Nortliciisiern States the fond conunodity pro^srnni Is reaehinj? over 5 
million school chlldn*n. nOO.OOO ludivhlnnls in instllntlons and 480.000 Hoy Reonts. 
(firl Scouts, underprlvllcu'ed chlhlren, etc. in snuunor camps. T want to strongly 
eniphiisi/c the isei'd for Ihe oontlnuanco of the food commoillty program at ade- 
OUMle h'vcls to support the nutritional needs of ndlllons of deserving individuals 
In (»ur schools, institutions and sununer oamps. T'uder the Ohier Ameriean Act 
tin* ehh'riy can receive one meal a day for live days a we(»k anti T-SDA food com- 
modities have been authorized to be used by Congress. Also these food com- 
modities :in» the only Federal/State food bank available to help feed those in 
dlstr(»ss during natural disasters. 
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Tho !*S Doosrtiiicid of A^'rueulture wants to '^DrMl*'* the food eommodlty 
prntrrnm that has bciMi of great value to millions of Individuals across the nation 
aii'i there is newspaper Indication thnt tho Assistant Secretary of .\grloulture 
will do all In bl« power to end the Food Conunoillty Proprams. We believe that 
li's tirst «ler> Is to cnt back the funds as indicated in Exhibit No. 1. ITis seeond 
step could he not utiUj'Jug the funds to purebase Section 32 and Section 410 food 
cfiMUKlitles resnlting In n cash flow to schools during the end of the fiscal year. The 
('ti<U flow ( seven cents \w meal) eonld disapiMMir when there is no base, such as 
the food commodity base. Also please renuMuber that if there is a cash flow to 
S"hools in I'on of con»mod|ties. the volume ouying power they have enjoyed In 
I be m<t will bi» lost. Individual recipient agencies or an Individual state cannot 
dmdb'ate Ih'^ srivlngs that the TS Department of Agriculture has reallxed in 
viOinnc pnrehaslmr. 

fJont^enuvn. to nialntain the program at this years level yon nuist consider the 
in<Teas«^ in food costs and bring the appropriation, in dollar value, up tn that 
tM-ni(M.fofi cost. \Vc in the commodity programs in the Xrn'theast and Sontheast, 
Jnifi fn^'cthf^r with nil our might to fight to continue the Food Commodity Pro- 
irrams for Srhnols. Institutions and Summer Camps. 

EXHIBIT NO. 1 

PROPOSED FISCAL YEAR 1975 FNS BUDGET U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

IListed bchv/ Is Ihe nroo'^^pfi n^r^^i v^j^r 1^75 Fond anrl Niilriliin Service bwAvfiK Ocpaflmonl of Arriailture, as sub- 
milled to Consires^ on Feb, 4. 1974, as compararl to fiscal year 1974 and fiscal year 1975.) 



Fiscal year Fiscal year 

Cbild nutrition programs: 1974 - 1975 



Conimoflilies: 

SRcHofi 6 %^. 3 $64. 3 Reorcsents food piirchise 

St'-.tion 3? no. 4 ^^6.6 levels adunl di^lribu- 

Sociioii 416 . 139.0 129.1 tion rale will be 7 cenls 



• Subtotal.... 313.7 290.0 

Institfitinns: 

Food (tistrlbution to institutions 18.9 16.0 Rofter.ls decreased avail- 



— per moal. 

Reflfir.ls deci 
ability of cdmniodities. 



Nol6: Pleaso note a tR'iir.tian In r.nmrm'litic^ imoinlh? to ^?3. 70^,000 HiHcronce In fl«al yeif 1974 vfifSiJS 1975. This 
means a decrease In ei^h State participating in the school lunch program. When prices are going up why i^ the budget re* 
du:6dfor fiscal year 19757 

Food distribution to Institutions ^re reduced In m budget from $18,900,000 In fiscal year 1974 to $16,0^0.000 In fiscal 
year 1975 amounting to a decrease of $2,900,000. Again prices are going up, therefofe, why is the budget reduced for 
fiscal year 19757 
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Comments ivy Coi.. Eij.kwouth C. Ueiss, Retired, on Statement by Mu, Clayton 
Yi.UTTKii, Assistant ISkcuktauy, U.S. Dei'ahtment oi? Aouicultuub 

Mr. Chairman : I would like to comment on a few excerpts from the statement 
of Claytou Yeutter, Assistant Secretary. US Department of Agriculture before 
the Subconuulttee on Agricultural Research and General Legislation Committee 
on Agriculture and Forestry, United States Senate on March 27, 1974. 

(a) **We think the solution that was found— to supply cash. In lieu of 
commodities — Is sound and usef ul. now as it was then.'* 

Comment— Mr. Yeutter was referring to the time Of World War II and Its 
aftermath. When he uses the word *'thlnk*' it is a doubtful word. Why 
doesn't he say something positive? 

(ft) •^In fact our efforts to purchase food, even at market levels, are facing 
stiff competition. As a result, there are times that the USDA receives no bids 
at all on Its offers to buy.** 

Comment — Mr, Yeutter does not mention some of the reasons for a **no 
bid'* situation. Some of the reasons are : 

1. SpiKri ilea t Ions are "too tijrht" or do not lit the item available on 
the market. As an example, the item. Durum wheat Hour during last 
July and August could not be purchased because the specification was 
too high In protein, moisture, etc. However when the speclttcatlon was 
reduced to fit the market the US Department of Agriculture did receive 
bids. 

2. Item not available— such as dry milk. 

3. Packaging not avallabl^such as small containers for salad oil or 
vegetable oil, however, I could get the Item In 00,000 or 150,000 lb jumbo 
tankers. The oil is a conii)onent of mayonnaise. 

Even with a few "no bid" situations the 1974 fiscal year was an excellent 
year for food commodities as far as recipient agencies are concerned with 
one exception. Institutions have not received butter slnco January and they 
have not been authorized to receive margarine as a substltui«. 

(0) "For the current year, the special purchase authorLv Congress pro- 
vided in the Agriculture and Consumer Protection Act of lb"3 has enabled 
us to maintain the annually programmed levels of a.sslstance U r schools and 
other domestic food assistance programs." 

Comment— Gentlemen, this is an untrue statement. During the past three 
years the funds have been reduced gradually therefore resulting In less 
product being purchased due to cost of living increases. How can we mhin- 
taln the traditional level for schools, If the budget for FY 1075 Is ,$23.7 
million less than FY 1974, not considering the cost of living increase. This 
applies to funds for institutions also. 

1(1) "--we can more effectively help meet nutritional needs through cash 
assistance to child nutrition programs than we can through attempting to 
procure and distribute food from the federal level," 

Comment— Cash at recipient agency level has less buying power, therefore, 
resulting In less product. With less product fewer individuals would be fed 
or they would all receive smaller amounts of food with the final results of 
less nutrition to nil individuals. Does Mr. Clayton Yeutter mean that the 
turkeys, chickens, ground beef, hot dogs, peanut butter and other Items that 
are purchased by USDA are not highly nutritious? Is the $45 million of 
beef that USDA contemplates buylns? for FY 1075 for school lunch programs 
not highly nutritious? , ^ 

(e) Mr. Clayton Yeutter deviated from his statement and iiersonally said 
"Schoolscanbuy asgood asUSDA". ^ ••^ . • ... . i 

Comment— This is not a sound statement. The USDA has better control 
because they have generally excellent specifications which they can properly 
monitor, therefore, assuring "good buys". Recipient agencies, such as school 
districts^ do not have detailed specifications, such as uaDA and they do not 
have the manpower to monitor thom. Volume purchasing of USDA should 
result In the best price vs small lot buying. USDA is unique in volume buy- 
ing and they have the proper expertise, . . ^ * 

(/) "In the past, food for cmorgency feeding has been a sidcdlne of ongmng 
;ood distribution prograttis. Today we no longer have government food 
stockpiles and massive distribution systems. To the extent that statp and 
local school districts continue to maintain inventories of food, those inven- 
tories should contltiue to be available tot disasters. To the eiftteht that they 
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do not meet disaster asaistniiee ueeds, we in the Federal uovornment should 
work with the natlon*s commercial food distribution system to develop means 
to supplement and complement these inventories. 

Comment — Why should we destroy a system that has been successful in 
supporting many disaster areas during the past few years. During the Agnes 
disaster, New Jersey supported Pensylvania with over 400,000 lbs. of USDA 
food commodities through a National Guard convoy, a 1st army convoy and 
commercial vehicles. The reaction time was superior. Also USDA food com- 
modities came from many other states. The food commodities wei^ sup- 
plied free except for commercial transportation and minor warehouse and 
handling costs. The Red Cross and the Salvation Army are looking at us to 
supply them with large qimntitics of foods for immediate mass feeding. 
Gentlemen, the following states utilized USDA food commodities during the 
recent disasterous tornadoes that took over 800 lives: Alabama, Georgia, 
Ohio, Kentucky and Indiana. Also goiitlenicn, the cost of utilizing the food 
and services of commercial food distribution systems would greatly exceed 
that of our current system. 

It will be dangerous to our population if the commodity program is dropped 
and there is no ongoing program that will work. 

STATEMENT OF JAMES E. MACE, MANAGING DIRECTOB ANB GEN- 
ERAL COUNSEL, PEANUT BUTTER MANUFACTURERS AND NUT 
SALTERS ASSOCIATION, WASHINGTON, B.C. 

Mr. Mack. Mr. Cliairnian, my name is James E. Mack. I am general 
counsel of the Peanut Butter Manufacturers and Nut Salters Asso- 
ciation, Avhich is as tlie name implies tlie national trade association of 
peanut butter manufacturers, nut salters and suppliers to the industry. 
Tlii.s appearance is entered in support of ILR. 13168. 

For many years peanut butter has boon an integral part of tlie 
school lunch program nationwide of the U.S. Department of Agricul- 
ture. We believe it is in the interest of the schoolchildren and the 
Nation to have tliis Federal Government distribution of peanut butter 
made through the school lunch program. Children like peanut butter. 
Wliile food authorities mijOfht have diflerent opinion « about various 
foods, they seem to be all in agreement tha^ peanut butter is one of 
the finest foods with a highprotein value. Peanut butter is a food which 
children like, which nutritional authorities agree they should eat. 
There are not many foods which so ciualify, which is indicated by the 
fact that the USDA Food and Nutrition Service specifics it as a meat 
alternate for a type A school lunch meal. 

We recognize that the Department of Agriculture would like to 
get out of the commodity distribution businegs, and we respect their 
business philosophy. In this instance, however, we think it is in the 
interest of the Nation to keep schooler lildren eating the excellent pro- 
tein food of peanut butter which they like so well. 

It is recognized that tlie Department favors continued operation of 
Federal Government school lunch financial support, but would do so 
by mwans of cash payments in lieu of the direct providing of food 
supplies, in this connection if the cash system is resorted to, it is 
pointed out that the schools could buy peanut butter and such other 
foods as they desire and that undoubteclly there would be significant 
quantity purchases of peanut butter. 

The reason for our favoring the direct distribution of peanut but- 
ter rather than having school authorities purchase it on the cjcn mar- 
ket is an obvious one. JEven assuming school authorities should expend 
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nil amount in dollars iM|uivalont to the uiuount the Dojmrtnient of 
Agi'ioiiUura spends to purolinsc peainit bntter, tliu (piautity obtaiucMl 
for child coiisninption would bo nuicli loss. 

Tudoi' tho (Mii'ivnt protrranu iho (lovoi'iimont iiivitos conipotitivo 
bids. Tho poaiuit bnltor tbon is prooossod, packed, and shipped in ac- 
oordiinoo with Dopartnioiit oT Agrioulturo s|x»citioalions; and the 
(jiovonnnont ami tho schoolohildroii got a lot ot peaiuit buttor for tho 
nionoy. Poanut buttor distributed through tho schools when acquirod 
in this nianuor involves laigoi' eoiitaineis, (pnuitity shipiuoiits, anil 
i'(A(lect.s pi'iiuaril y tho cost of the peanuts, of processing, packing, and 
shipping. The childron simply would got nuich loss ponunt buttei' if 
it wore puiM'hasod directly by State or local anthontios than if ac- 
(piirod by tho current central purchase progam of the Fodoal (lovci'ii- 
mont. 

Chairman Pki:kins. Thaidv yoiK Mr. Mack, and lot nm thank all of 
yon bore today I'oi* your appearance. Wo have had an outstamling hear- 
ing this morning and we will try to got this bill to tho full conuuitteo 
at the oarliosr possible date. Thaid; you all for your contributions. 

Till* conunittoo is m)W adjourned. 

I Whereupon, at 12:10 p.m. the subcomiuittee adjourned, to recon- 
vene at the call of tho Chair,] 



I Additiomil stat^Muonts submitted for the I'ccord follow:] 

Pui:i»AiiKi) ST.\rr:Mi':.NT of Hon. Kdwaud .1. TArrKX, A RKruESKNTAiiVK in Congiikss 
FiiOM rui; SrAtr: ov New .Tkhsky 

.\tr Chninnaa and inoinbcrs of the Hoiifto Subeommlttoe on Kihicatlon, I 
srronjily uw* tho approval of U.K. 13168, wlHcli wmild extend for 1 year the 
(''UuinfKUty Distribution Progrttm. 

Si'voral inontlis a^o. I was sLoeked— and ontrajced— to discover that the Nixon 
Adniinistrntlon favors tho termination of the present program effeetlve June 30tli, 
1!)7 k Tliis is n\n^ of tho n^^st usofnl and popular programs sponsored by the Fed* 
i»ral «nviM'nnu»nt. so 1 believe it is imperative to extend the present system. 

I nder tliis proirrnm, .schools in Middlesex County, N.J.. received $825,022 In 
various food il<»ias in the past year or so, with ln.stitutions allocated supplies 
wortli over .^llK^.OOO, and senior citi'/ons and boy scouts also henetlting. To say 
tlnit the fomiuodity distribution program Is a real bargain to local school districts 
and others, woald he a great understatement, for In effect, recipients obtain a 
"disconnt" of P47r, beciinse all they pay is 0% for administrative and waroliouse 
rosf?*. As an (»xaniple. if $1,000 worth of food is delivered to n scliool, it only costs 
llu' school ^\\0. , 

The .VdmiuistraMou |M>lnts out that It would replace the present program with 
cash payments, but that would not be tlie solution. School districts would not be 
in 21 position to do volume buying^ therefore the food would cost more — focnl 
ranging from moat to fiour. 

Mv. Chairnuin. just to give you one example of how much of a disadvantage It 
Would be under the proposed nrw method, John P. Soboslay, director of govern- 
ment liaison for tlie public schools of Pittsburgh, Pennsylvanin, wrote In a letter 
t-o me that if coannodities were purchased by his school district, they would cost 
$:jfKl,000 moro in w yeiir. Other districts would also suffer higher costs. 

The present system should be continued, because It helps many thousands of 
students, persons in iastltations. .senior citizeas. and .scouts. It is also stipportdd 
by the adndnlstratlon of Oovornor Brendan T. Hyrne, of New Jersey, and many 
niemlM»rs of the N..T. Legislature. I am not supporting this bill simply because I 
liave co-sponsored a siaillar measure. I am supporting It because It Is n proKfUai 
that has proven its w .i tli and value. Hep. John Melcher. of Montana, and Uep. 
Koliert Hoe. of Now Jersey, deserve speclnl prnlse for tlie strong and effective 
hvidership they have shown in this Iniiwrtant fight. They have earned the grati- 
tude of thotisnnds. 
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Auotlier out8tamlln« UmiWr in this battle should he commeiulod. On Thursdny. 
March 28th, 1974. an Impressive and eloquent stattMUfUt In support of tlie present 
program was made boforo a Senate subcommittee by Colonel (Uet.) Kllsworth C. 
lielss, uoordinator of the New Jersey Comnn)aity Program, and president of tlie 
Northeast Area Food Distribution Association. 

In his very efteetlve statement l)efore the Senate Snbeommittee for Agriculture 
Ucseareh and CJeneral LeKislation. Col. Heiss cited the Rivat neetl timt exists for 
extending this constructive ami valuable program. It is a convincing document 
that ooniniands res]>eet. and calls for swift and responsible action. 

Mr. Chainnan. ll.U. KUtJS sliotild be pas.sed sotm. Public supi>ort for It Is grow- 
ing and time is growing dang(»rously short. 



CONOUKfJS OK Tllli ViNITK!) STATKS, 

lIorSH OK Rkpreskntativks, 
WiUHhim/ton, /).Cm April SO, 197 

\ht\h VWiU 1>. rKKKI.VS. 

Vhtt\nnnn, Oeiirral I'](hication Snhvommittoc, 

IIK.AH Mil. Chaikman: I am expressing u)y continuing support for legislation 
before your snbconnnittee whlcli would amend tlie National School Lunch Act 
and continue the foml commodities program so vital to our Institutions which 
scrvlre children and the poor. 

My support tor U.K. IHUriO. nf which I am a co-sponsor. Is .strong as I mentioned 
in m'v testimony submilted to your subcommittee. It is my l)elicf that II. R. liWtO 
sl)onid receive the full approval of the General Education f^ubconunitteo mendjer- 
ship as written, »:kI 1 an? ^urc that my colleagues from New Jersey would concur. 

A further argument in \*avor of tim approval of the bill Is that New Jersey's 
f.ind connnoditles are not limited for use by New Jerseyans. Those food stuffs 
have nninv times In the past been rushed to emergency disaster areas Including 
some of the recent disasters In the ndddle states— <'aused by flooding and 
tornadoes. 

It is my hoi)e, and I do urge, that tlie General Kducatlon Subcommittee acts 
qnU'kly ami positively by apprt>ving the leglslathm. 
Warm personal regards. 
Sincerely, 

Kl)WAR» J. Pattkx. 



U.S. lloirsKOK RkpiU':sentativi:s. 

COMMITTKK ON AOKIOri/rt'HK, 

Washhwton, April 10, 197^ 

Hon. Caul 1). Pkkki.vs. 

rh'tirman. Jfousc hUincation and Labor Committee, Uonso of RepresentativcSn 
ir</.s/M'«f//oM, D,C, 

Okak Mr. CiiAniMAN : It has been brought to my attention that your Conuulttee 
Is considering legislation to continue the Ccnamodlty l)istri!)atl(m Program for 
school lunches and other purposes. Please understand that 1 don't want to pre- 
sume to suggest to yoa bow y(uir (*omndttee .should operate, but since you are 
already providlne assistance for various wlucatlonal programs, you might well 
wish to use an education bill as the basis of this assistance. Perhaps the Elemen- 
tary (»r Secondary Education Acts could be the appr(»prlate vehicles. Certainly 
the use of Agriculture Department funds for financing nousun>l"s food acquisi- 
tions Would. In my opinion, be not only Inappropriate, but an Invasion of the 
basic Uirlsdiction of the Agriculture Committee. 

In tlds regard. 1 would point out to you that the language of the bills which 
vou are now cnnsidering is nearly Identical to bills which had earlier been re- 
Verr(»d to and are now |>ending before, this Conuulttee, with the exception thiit 
the bills sent to your Committee amend the Nntlomil School Lunch Act, while 
the bills referred to oiir Comttdttee amend Section 4 (a) of Public Law 03-80, the 
Agriculture and Coiisumer Protection Act of 1073. • 

As vou will recall, I am oh record as saying that since the Comtuodlty Dlstrlbit- 
tioh l^rogrntns at this time fall to serve a basic agricultural function, but Instead 
serve basic educational of nutritional purposes, that the Cohnultteos with juris* 
diction over these respective areas may want to proiwse leglslatloti developing new 
pMgrams to meet the needs of those formerly .ser^•ed by the old (Jonunodlty Dls- 
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trlbiitlon rrognims. ilowovor, 1 strongly oppose any other Committee with Juris- 
diction iu these arena noting on legislation which calls for - expenditure of 
Agrlculturo fumls. In my opinion, education appropriations, not Agrloiilture 
appropriations, should be used to linance educational programs, V/hllo I have and 
plan to contiuue to support the school lunch program since your Committee ha,** 
assumed jurUdletlon thereof, and while I woii'd not allow any jurisdictional 
question to control my vote on an exlension of a conunodlty distribution program. 
I would sh'ougly oppose efforts to euoroaoh on our jurisdiction to control the 
authorization of e:cpenditures within the Department of Agriculture. 

I would request that my letter be Inserted in the hearing record of your Com- 
mittee on this legislation. 

With every good wish, I am 
Sincerely, 

W, R, POAQR, 

Chairman, 



pBKPAnED Statkment OP T. O. Smith, Jr., CoonmNATon Food Seiivice and Local 
AccouNTiNo. Alabama Dkpaktment op Education, Bepoue the Senate Aqri- 

CrLTUUAL RESKABCn AND GEVfcRAL LEGISLATION SUBCOMMITTEE, MAUCU 28, 

1074 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee : My name Is T. G. Smith, Jr. I am 
Coordinator of Child Nutrition Programs wblch are administered by the State 
Department of Education for the SUite of Alabama. 

Mr. Chairman, may I say that it is an honor for me to have the opportunity to 
testify l)ofore this committee on behalf of the boys and girls of Alabama and the 
nation. 

Tho Counnodity Distribution Program In Alabama has traditionally been one 
of the .strongest and most important components of the Child Nutrition Pro- 
frrams. Thin lf5 the one program that has succeet!e<i in working out acceptably 
shared Federal, State, and local responsibilities. 

In the time allotteil to me for this testimony, I would like to point out several 
rea.son.«? or Jimtiflcations why wo think ^^lectlon 4(a) of Public Law 03-80 should 
be a permanent part of Child Nutrition Program leglslatiotu 

IMrst of all Alabama has not developed extensive warehousing facilities at 
tho st/ite level Our efforts have beon directed toward assisting school systems 
acquire and inqirove storage jit the local level. Many S!q>erlntendents and food 
Korvi(»e directors have Indicated to me that even though they have reasonably 
adequate storage facilities, they do not havo the nece.s.sary stuff (purchasing 
agents and ecotiomists) to purchase the foods that tliey are presently receiving 
a.s donated commodities. 



Revenues needed 
based on 
welghtdd value 
of commodities, 
14 percent 
inflation and 
present level 
of participation 



Revenues based 
on present 
participation 
level and 
7 cents per meal 



1972- 73* $9,630,277 J6. 825, 000 

1973- 74* 10,978.516 6,825,000 

1974- 75 > 12,515,508 6,825.000 

1975- 76 « 14,267,679 6,825,000 



Difference 



$2,805,277 
4. 153.516 
6,690.508 
7,442.679 



Note: Participation level, 97,500,000. 

( Actual. 
» Projected. 

There are 127 school systems in Alabama, and they vary in hW.o froni 58,010 In 
Mobile to 322 in Florala our smallest school system. The following is a break- 
down of school systenis by average daily attendance. 

1 school system has more than 50fl(^0 stiidetlts. 

3 school systems have between 25*000 and 4&,908 studefits. 

2 school systems have betweett 10*000 atid 24,00ft students, 
24 school systems have between 6.000 and 0*009 students. 
[50 school systems have between 2,000 and 4,090 students. 
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And, 88 school systems luivo fewer than 2,000 students. 

A majority of the school nystems in Aliiboma are not large enough to employ 
a auallfled— certified food service supervisor— much less a purchasing agent 
who has the necessary background and experience to write specifications. 

Tlio Department of Agriculture, on the other hand, has the organization, per- 
sonnel, and tl»e necessary expertise to purchase, warehouse, ami distribute the 
quality and quantity of basic food items needed for Child Nutrition Programs. 

We have been told that the Commodity Distribution Program has outlived 
its usefulness, that It is no longer applicable to our present Agricultural Pro- 
gram. This, I sincerely doubt. Restrictions have been lifted— now farmers may 
plant as much of any crop as the>' wish, Reports are that there will be approxi- 
mately four percent more acres in production this year, There is entirely too 
nnich uncertainty in farming for the Department of Agriculture or any other 
department, for that nmtter, to keep from having surpluses. There may not be 
large nationwide surpluses, as in the past, but I feel sure that there will he 
a need for distributing and utilizing surplus foods. I know of no better way to 
utilize these foods than to make tliem available to the boys and girls of this 
nation. 

The proposed seven (7) cents of cash ih lieu of commodities will not enable 
schools to maintain the quality or quantity of meals that are presently being 
prepared and served today. With inflation increasing at approximately 14% 
each year, the proposed cash allocation will not buy in FY 75 what it has bought 
in FY T4. The following chart is a comparative analysis of how the cash in lieu 
of commodities would shrink due to inflation. 

As indicated earlier, Alabama like most states has strived constantly to de- 
velop ways and means to utilize the foods made available through the Commodity 
Distribution Program. The quality of these foods has always been superior. The 
variety on the otlier hand, has been a challenge. 

Realizing the importance of menu variation, we have developed training pro- 
grams and in-service programs around nienu planning that incorporate the use 
of commodities. Very few of our schools can afford "convenience foods", there- 
fore, we prepare, from scratch, most of the foods served in the schools of Ala- 
bama—practically all of our schools bake their bread and most of them bake it 

^^The following chart shows the dollar value of donated commodities received 
ami used in Alabama during the period 1069-1973. 

DOLLAR VALUE COMPARtSONS OF COMMODITIES RECEIVED 1963-73 



Area 



1969-70 1970-71 1971-72 1972-73 



Counties |5,603.048 56.311,486 $7,611,630 $6,285,690 

K'®* 2 700 038 2. 857. 248 3. 819. 100 3. 344, 587 

p& ' 172555 216.508 223. 065 219.252 

77497 43 581 40.472 46,9U 

ChidM?Sefs 11 104 16.375 66.074 66.783 

SwrtStaftS 80 106 55.268 66.926 53,701 

InVlllut ions . Sei 536 327. 689 463. 775 285. 575 

vTSr . 2. ''55 2.798 3.109 1.800 

Technical and trade schools ^8. 766 . 896 J80 

Grand total 9.220.135 9.854.345 12. 315. 184 10.323.658 
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The number of different types of commodities received this year and four 
previous years totals: 1973-74-29. 1972-73-29. 1971-72-39. 1970-71-34, 1009- 

'^comparison of the national average of commodities received to the state aver* 
age rweived for prior four years. 

1972-73. National average. ,004 food ; .017 shortfall ; total .081. 
1972-73. State average. .0807 fooil : .0180 shortfall ; total .0987, 
1971-72, National average. .070; State average. ,1168; 1970-71. National aver- 
ago* .072; State average. ,0974; 1009-70. National average, .075; State avefage, 
0920 

Cased on the most recent available weighted values On commodities receiveil 
through February 1974 foi* FY 74 the total value for Alabama is : $5,400,144.00. 

Since approximately 92% of the commodities distributed in Alabama go to 
public schools, the weighted value of donated commodities per meal for Alabama 
this year to date Is .082 centi^ per lunch. 
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These eliarts also brlnu Into focus tlie valuo of donated uoiuinodltles inado 
available to agonelo.s othfr tlian public scliools. Alabama (llstrlbute.s counnodltles 
to the followlnj; ageiifles. most of which, a» 1 understand, will not be eligible to 
receive proposed funds nuide available in lieu of coniuiodities, 

47 Private Selioola. 

tl State Operated Sclmols. 

124 Child Care Centers. 

SI Head Start Centers. 

123 Instltntlon.s. 

37 Suninier CaHipH. 

.12 Workshops. 

Disaster feeding' Is another strong justification for continuing the Conmiodity 
Distribution Program. On two different occasions laat year, schools in Alabama 
were used when disasters lilt. The first time was when a tornado hit central 
Alabanui, and a second time was in nortlnvest Alabama when the Tennessee Ulver 
overdowed Its banks. 

The average cost of producing lunches In Alabanm tlirougli tlie period 



February 2S, 1074 is OS..SC. 

CvntH 

Average cost of producing eacl» lunch OS. SO 

Value of rsDA diuuiteil conunodities s. 20 

I,ess fedi-ral reindairsement (Sectit>u 4 reimbursement— July 1, 1V)78 

thnniuh December 31. 1073) - - - 10.00 

Less federal reindnirst»ment (Section 11 — July 1, 1078 through 

December 31, 1\}TA) - — 4o. 00 



rnaccounted for o. UO 

Average cost of producing each lunch - - OS. SO 

Value of USlJ.\ donated couunodltics - S. 20 

Less federal reimbursement (Section 4 reimbursement — January 1, 

1074 ihrMUj.'h June 30. 1074) 10.50 

I.eKS ft^leral rolmbursement (Section 11 reimbursement— January 1, 

1074 through June aO, 1074) 47^ 

Unaccounted for 2. SH 



40,427.110 lunches were served In Alabama during the period July 1. 107H 
through December 31, 1073. Tlu*se Imiclu^s thne.s the H.O cents whlcfi Is uuac- 
connttHl for nmotmted to a loss of iii2.2(S:i.01S.OO to the program. 21,170,872 lunches 
were served In Alabanm during tlie iH^riod Jamuiry 1, 1074 tlirongh Fobnniry 2S, 
1074. Tlu'j^e lunches times tlio 2.85 cents which Is unaccounted for amounts to a 
loss f)f $003,(;20.00 to the program. 

This is a condiined loss of $2,806,544.00 to Child Nutrition Programs in Ala- 
bama for tlie period ending Febnmry 28, 1074. 

We prefer to continue with the Commodity Dlstribtition Program rather than 
to receive cash in lieu ()f commodities for these and otiier obvious reas<ms. Hut, 
if on the other hand. It Is deteradned that tl»e Couunodlty Distribution Program 
Ims outlived Its usefulness— that it is no longer applicable to our present AgrU 
cultural Program, we would earnestly and sincerely solicit your supi>ort to pass 
legbslation that would adequately fund the replacement measure. Tlio i)reRently 
propcKsed 7 ccnti3 per meal Is not adequate. Furthermore, if tlie level of funding 
is not tied to some kind of an Index, one that has an escalating clause, we may 
very well be taking a step backward. 

May I say again Mr. Chairman, that 1 appreciate the opportunity to appear 
before this Committee in behalf of the boys and girls of Alabama and the nation. 
I earnestly and sincerely solicit your continued support for Child Nutrition Pro* 
grams for the youth of our mitlon. 

I will be happy to answer any questions regarding my testimony. 
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